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SUMMARY 


This  study  investigates  the  equity  of  the*  Armed  Services 
Vocational  Aptitude  Battery  ( ASVAB)  Form  14  in  the  prediction  of 
high  school  course  grades.  Thirty-nine  course  grades  were 
obtained  from  approximately  8,000  students  enrolled  in  50 
geographically  dispersed  high  schools. 

Subsamples  or  course  grades  in  this  investigation  were  defined 
by  course  name,  grade  level  and  the  two  school  years  in  which 
students  took  the  courses  (1984-85  and  1985-86).  The  ASVAB  Form 
14  was  administered  during  the  1984-85  school  year.  Regression 
equations  were  conducted,  in  an  hierarchical  manner,  for  each 
criterion  final  course  grade.  The  predictor  variables  of 
interest  were  twelve  ASVAB  composites  as  aptitude  measures, 
gender  group  membership,  ethnic  group  membership,  the  gender  by 
ASVAB  two-way  interaction  variables,  the  ethnicity  by  ASVAB 
two-way  interaction  variables,  the  gender  by  ethnicity  two-way 
interaction  variables,  and  the  ASVAB  by  gender  by  ethnicity 
three-way  interaction  variables. 

The  results  of  the  equity  analyses  are  discussed  in  terms  of 
which  ASVAB  composite  score  was  included  in  the  regression 
equations,  the  course  name,  the  grade  level,  the  year  the  course 
was  taken  and  which  gender  and  ethnic  subgroups  were 
investigated. 

The  findings  of  this  study  generally  indicated  that  all  the 
ASVAB  composites  need  gender  and/or  ethnic  information  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  final  course  grades.  Typically,  either 
slope  or  intercept  differences  were  evidenced  for  the  gender  or 
ethnic  subgroups  across  most  subsamples  for  each  of  the  ASVAB 
composites.  If  intercept  differences  were  indicated,  generally 
females  or  Whites  would  be  underpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  to  be  used,  while  males  or  minority  group  members  would 
be  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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ARMED  SERVICES  VOCATIONAL  APTITUDE  BATTERY  ( ASVAB) : 
THE  EQUITY  OF  ASVAB  FORM  14  IN  THE  PREDICTION 
OF  HIGH  SCHOOL  COURSE  GRADES 


I.  INTRODUCTION 


The  operational  Armed  Services  Vocational  Aptitude  Battery 
(ASVAB)  is  the  multiple  aptitude  battery  used  for  selection  and 
classification  of  enlisted  personnel  for  all  brancnes  of  the 
Armed  Services  and  is  also  used  in  a  high  school  testing  program 
by  the  joint  services. 

The  operational  and  high  school  ASVAB  forms  are  developed  to 
be  content  and  statistically  parallel  to  the  reference  form  ASVAB 
8a.  Results  of  equating  studies  of  these  sets  of  forms  show  that 
ASVAB  versions  developed  after  1980  are  content  and  statistically 
parallel  (Prestwood,  Vale,  Massey,  &  Welsh,  1985).  An  important 
characteristic  of  any  test  is  that  it  is  equitable;  that  is, 
that  the  scores  are  equally  valid  for  all  ethnic  or  gender- 
groups.  Anastasi  (1976)  reports  that  there  has  been  research 
conducted  on  possible  subgroup  differences  in  the  predictive 
meaning  of  test  scores  since  the  mid-1960's.  The  first  concern 
in  equity  analyses,  called  slope  bias,  looks  at  validity- 
coefficients  being  systematically  and  significantly  different  for 
the  subgroups.  The  slope  of  the  regression  lines  are  equivalent 
to  the  correlation  coefficients  when  the  criterion  and  predictor 
scores  are  standardized.  The  second  issue  in  equity  research, 
called  intercept  bias,  addresses  systematic  differences  between 
subgroup  mean  scores  on  the  test  predictor  and  the  criterion.  A 
tesc  exhibiting  systematic  intercept  bias  has  similar  validity 
coefficients  for  the  different  subgroups,  but  it  underpredicts  or 
overpredicts  criterion  performance  for  a  particular  group. 
Intercept  bias  discriminates  against  the  group  with  the  higher 
intercept  if  a  common  regression  line  is  used  to  predict 
performance  on  the  criterion  variable.  Thus,  the  importance  of 
equity  in  test-score  use  is  that  it  predicts  a  given  criterion 
variable  with  similar  accuracy  for  males,  females,  ethnic 
majority  members,  and  ethnic  minority  members.  The  goal  of 
equity  analysis  of  the  high  school  ASVAB,  then,  is  to  determine 
whether  the  ASVAB  predictive  score  information  for  final  course 
grades  is  equally  valid,  regardless  of  ethnic  or  gender  group 
membership . 

The  Air  Force  high  school  testing  program  began  in  1962  in 
order  to  provide  school  guidance  counselors  with  student  aptitude 
information  and  to  identify  potential  Air  Force  enlistees.  The 
Army  and  Navy  also  wanted  to  test  in  the  high  schools  during  this 
time,  using  their  own  test  batteries.  This  required  considerable 
testing  time  which  was  burdensome  for  the  schools.  Therefore,  in 
1966,  a  joint  service  committee  of  measurement  end  evaluation 
experts  was  asked  to  develop  and  standardize  an  aptitude  battery 
for  use  by  all  the  branches  of  the  Armed  Forces  for  the  High 
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School  Testing  Program.  The  goal  in  the  development  of  the 
initial  ASVAB  was  to  offer  aptitude  measures  which  would  include 
content  domains  necessary  for  classifications  within  each  of  the 
separate  services.  By  September  1968,  ASVAB-1  was  accepted  for 
use  in  the  High  School  Testing  Program  (Weeks,  Mullins,  &  Vitola, 
1975)  . 

Today  the  ASVAB  is  offered  to  the  nation's  high  schools  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  free  of  charge.  It  is 
administered  to  over  l.i  million  students  in  approximately  14,000 
schools  per  year.  ASVAB  high  school  composite  scores  are  used  by 
counselors  and  students  in  career  exploration,  while  the  Armed 
Forces  Qualification  Test  (AFQT)  is  used  by  the  military  to 
identify  students  who  are  qualified  for  enlistment  into  the  Armed 
Forces  (U.S.  Military  Entrance  Processing  Command,  1984).  Thus, 
it  is  necessary  to  conduct  research  in  the  area  of  equity  to 
insure  that  test  bias  against  certain  subgroups  of  people  does 
not  exist. 

Past  equity  research  has  used  the  operational  composites 
derived  from  the  ASVAB  as  predictor  variables.  Some  of  these 
investigations  found  nonsignificant  slope  differences  for  gender 
or  ethnic  subgroup  members  (Maier  &  Curia,  1986;  McLaughlin, 
Rossmeissl,  Wise,  Brandt,  &  Wang,  1984),  while  other  studies 
found  intercept  differences  between  Blacks  and  Whites  and  between 
males  and  females  (Booth-Kawley ,  Foley  &  Swanson,  1984;  Dunbar  & 
Novick,  1984) .  Studies  which  have  shown  significant  intercept 
differences  between  gender  or  ethnic  subgroups  attributed  these 
results  to  small  subgroup  sample  sizes  (Dunbar  &  Novick,  1984; 
Booth-Kewley ,  Foley,  &  Swanson,  1984) .  However,  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  Dunbar  &  Novick  investigation  used  a  different 
type  of  analysis,  the  Johnson-Neyman  procedure,  which  looked  at 
test  bias  at  a  particular  cutting  score  point  as  opposed  to 
looking  ot  bias  across  all  score  points. 

One  specific  equity  investigation  has  used  the  high  school 
composites  for  ASVAB  Form  14.  Maier  and  Truss  (1984)  examined 
the  validity  of  the  high  school  composites  for  predicting  Marine 
Corps  training  course  grades.  In  addition,  they  evaluated  gender 
and  racial  effects  on  the  validity  of  these  composites.  Results 
revealed  that  the  slopes  for  all  subgroups  did  not  differ.  No 
intercept  differences  were  found  for  the  ethnic  groups  or  for 
males  and  females  in  the  prediction  of  training  course  grades  in 
nontraditional  female  occupations  (mechanical  and  electronics) . 
However,  the  composites  did  underpredict  female  performance  in 
some  traditional  female  occupations,  such  a^  clerical  and  food 
services.  The  authors  noted  that  in  most  courses  the  number  of 
females  was  small,  with  fewer  than  25  enrolled.  Even  though 
significant  findings  existed,  further  analyses  with  larger  female 
samples  was  needed  to  determine  if  overprediction  or 
underprediction  of  females  was  evident. 


Since  past  research  has  usually  investigated  the  equity  of 
the  operational  ASVAB  composites  and  has  reported  subgroup 
effects  on  these  validity  coefficients,  an  investigation  of  the 
equity  of  high  school  ASVAB  composite  scores  with  sufficient 
subgroup  representation  is  warranted.  Thus,  the  scope  of  th  ’ 
study  is  to  investigate  the  equity  of  various  ASVAB  Form  , 
composite  scores  in  predicting  final  course  grades  for  freshmen, 
sophomores,  juniors,  and  seniors  enrolled  in  geographically 
dispersed  high  schools. 


II.  METHOD 

Subjects 

The  original  sample  was  8,390  high  school  students  tested  on 
ASVAB  Form  14  during  school  year  1984-85  and  for  whom  school  year 
1984-85  and  1985-86  course  grades  were  available  The  sample  was 
52%  female  (N=4,368).  67%  White  (N=5,650>,  16%  Black  (N=l,343), 

and  13%  Hispanic  (N-1,096).  Thirty  percent  of  the  sample  were 
freshmen,  30%  were  sophomores,  22%  juniors,  and  18%  seniors  at 
the  time  of  ASVAB  testing. 


Measures 


Predictors 


ASVAB-14  is  a  group  administered,  paper  and  pencil  multiple 
aptitude  battery.  The  battery  contains  ten  subtests;  eight  power 
test  and  two  speeded.  The  content  of  each  subtest,  the  number  of 
items,  ana  the  time  limits  allowed  are  shown  in  Table  1. 

Twelve  composites  were  constructed  from  the  subtest  standard 
scores  (see  Table  2).  The  Verbal,  Math,  Technical  and  Perceptual 
Speed  composites  were  developed  using  results  from  factor 
analysis.  Academic  Ability  is  a  combination  of  subtests  from  the 
Verbal  and  Math  composites  and  is  used  as  an  indicator  of 
academic  ability.  Mechanical  and  Crafts;  Business  and  Clerical; 
Electronics  and  Electrical;  and  Health,  Social,  and  Technology 
were  derived  through  analysis  of  validity  studies  involving 
prediction  of  success  in  military  technical  training  programs. 
The  Armed  Forces  Qualification  Test  (AFQT)  is  used  by  all  the 
armed  services  to  select  enlisted  personnel.  The  subtest 
composite  is  a  linearly  weighted  composite  developed  in  an 
investigation  of  the  validity  of  ASVAB  Form  14  for  predicting 
high  school  course  grades.  A  unique  composite  exists  for  each 
course  (see  Welsh,  Fairbank,  &  Sawin,  in  preparation).  The 
General  composite  is  an  experimental  measure  of  general  ability. 
Seven  of  the  composites  are  the  current  high  school  composites: 
Academic  Ability;  Verbal;  Math;  Mechanical  and  Crafts;  Business 
and  Clerical;  Electronics  and  Electrical;  and  Health,  Social  and 
Technology . 
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Table  1.  Description  of  ASVAB  Form  14  Subtests 


Subtest 

AFOT  Subtests 

Arithmetic  Reasoning 
(AR) 

Word  Knowledge  (WK) 


Paragraph 
Comprehension  (PC) 


Mathematics 
Knowledge  (MK) 

Non-AFOT  Subtests 
General  Science  (GS) 


Numerical  Operations 
(NO) 


Administration 
#  of  time 

Content  items  (minutes)  Type 


Measures  30  36  power 

ability  to 

solve 

arithmetic 
word  problems. 

Measures  35  11  pcwer 

ability  to 

select 

meanings  of 

words . 


Measures  15  13  power 

ability  to 

obtain 

information 

from  written 

passages . 

Measures  25  24  power 

Knowledge  of 

high  school 

mathematics 

principles . 


Measures  25  11  power 

knowledge  of 

physical , 

chemical  and 

biological 

sciences . 

Measures  50  3  speed 

ability  to 

perform  simple 

computations 

in  a  speeded 

context. 
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Table  1.  (Concluded) 


Subtest 

Content 

#  of 
items 

Administration 

time 

(minutes)  Type 

Coding  Speed  (CS) 

Measures 
ability  to 
match  similar 
sets  of 
numbers  with 
words  in  a 
speeded  context 

84 

? 

speed 

Auto  and  Shop 
Information  (AS) 

Measures 
knowledge  of 
automobiles , 
tools,  and 
shop 

terminology 
ani  practices. 

25 

11 

power 

Mechanical 
Comprehension  (MC) 

Measures 
knowledge  of 
mechanical 
and  physical 
principals . 

25 

19 

power 

Electronics 
Information  (El) 

Measures 
knowledge  of 
electricity 
and 

electronics . 

2  5 

9 

power 
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Table  2 .  ASVAB  Composite  Construction 


ASVAB  composites  J 

Subtest  scores 
ncluded  in  calculations 

High  School  Composites 

Academic 

Academic  Ability  .AA) 

Verbal  (VERB) 

Math  (MTH) 

AR+VE  (VE=WK+PC) 

WK->  PC+GS 

AR+MK 

Occupational 

Mechanical  &  Crafts  e> 

Business  &  Clerical  t&O) 
Electronics  &  Electrical  (FIE) 
Health,  Social  &  Tec. 

AR+AS+MC+EI 

VE-LCS+MK 

GS+A)’  X+EI 

AR+V.  j.C 

AFQT  Selector  Compc  „ite 

.i:+ MK+2VE 

Perceptual  Speed  Composite  (r:  ; 

NO+CS 

Technical  Composite  (TEC) 

AS+MC+EI 

General  Composite  (GEN) 

GS+AR+WK+PC+NO+CS+ 
AS+MKi MC+EIa 

Subtest  Composite  (SUB) 

GS+AR+WK+PC+NO+CS+ 

AS+MK+MC+EIb 

dThe  General  Composite  is  based  on  previous  principle 


components  analysis  (see  Ree ,  1989). 

^Linearly  weighted  composite. 


Criterion 

The  criterion  variable  was  final  course  grades  obtained  in 
courses  that  were  not  honors  level.  Thirty-nine  representative 
high  school  courses  were  identified.  These  courses  fell  within 
one  of  three  general  categories:  general  education,  business  and 
clerical,  and  trade  and  specialty.  Courses  grades  used  were  'A,' 
'3,'  'C,'  'D,'  and  'F,'  and  were  given  the  numeric  values  of  M,' 
'3,'  '2,'  and  '0,'  respectively.  Two  years  of  grades  were 
obtained,  one  for  the  year  of  ASVAB  testing  (1984  -85)  and  the 
other  for  the  year  immediately  following  ASVAB  testing  (1985-86). 
The  list  of  high  school  courses  can  be  examined  in  Table  3. 
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Table  3.  High  School  Courses  by  School  Year  and  Subject  Samplec 


1984-1985 


1985-1986 


Course 


General  Educ 


Eng  I-IV 

Gen  Math 

Algebra 

Geometry 

Calculus 

Gen  Science 

Biology 

Chemistry 

Physics 

Gov  &  Civics 

History 

Foreign  uang  I 


Bus  &  Clerical 


Bus  Math 
Secy  ft  Ofc 
Typing  &  WP 
Acct  ft  Book 
Marketing 
Bus  Data  Proc 
Data  Process 


Trade  &  Spec 


Home  Econ 
Shop 

Dft  &  Com  Art 
Computer  Prog 
Voc  Agr 

Air  Con  &  Heat 
Auto  &  Mech 
Elec  Trades 
Metal  Trades 
Piping  Trades 
Bldg  Trades 
Welding 
Engine  Repair 
Voc  Elec 
Health  Occup 
Dental  Aide 
Nursing  Aide 


Table  3.  (Concluded) 


Course 

1984-1985 

1985-1986 

Fr 

So 

Jr 

Sr 

Fr 

So 

Jr 

General  Educ 

Phys  Ther  Aide 
Vet  Asst 

Med  Lab  Asst 

aBlank  cells  indicate  samples  not  used  in  validity  analyses 
due  to  small  numbers  of  cases;  one  asterisk  means  that  the  ASVAB 
composites  were  valid  predictors  (p<.05);  two  asterisks  mean  that 
the  courses  had  adequate  subgroup  sample  sizes  for  equity 
analyses  and  at  least  one  ASVAB  composite  was  a  valid  predictor 
(p<.05) . 


Procedure 


ASVAB-14  scores,  student  name,  and  the  name  and  address  of  the 
high  school  the  student  attended  at  the  time  of  ASVAB  testing 
were  obtained  from  the  United  States  Military  Entrance  Processing 
Command  (USMEPCOM) .  Machine  scorable  answer  sheets  containing 
individual  student's  names  and  the  39  course  titles  were  sent  to 
school  guidance  counselors  who  had  agreed  to  provide  course 
grades.  Counselors  received  one  dollar  for  each  completed  form. 
Completed  forms  were  optically  scanned  and  the  data  merged  with 
the  ASVAB  scores. 

As  can  be  noted  from  Table  3,  112  course  samples  of  the  273 
were  identified  as  being  validly  predicted  by  at  least  one  ASVAB 
composite  at  the  p<.05  significance  level.  Of  these  112  samples, 
94  were  retained  for  the  equity  analyses  because  the  subgroups  of 
interest  had  sufficient  representation.  Thus,  94  sample  course 
grades  were  used  in  the  equity  analyses  as  the  criterion 
variable.  The  previously  mentioned  twelve  ASVAB  composites  were 
the  predictor  variables  with  gender  and  ethnic  group  membership 
being  the  subgroups  of  interest. 


Analyses 

The  first  analytic  step  was  to  calculate  summary  statistics  on 
the  twelve  ASVAB  composites  for  each  of  the  gender  and  ethnic 
subgroups.  This  procedure  was  accomplished  to  look  at  each 
subgroup's  mean  predictor  scores. 
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Next,  a  general  linear  model  procedure  tested  hypotheses  about 
the  contributions  of  aptitude  scores,  sex  group  membership,  and 
ethnic  group  membership  in  the  prediction  of  the  final  course 
grade  criterion  variable  (Ward  &  Jennings,  i*/9).  The  first  step 
in  conducting  these  sequential  linear  models  tests  was  to 
determine  how  to  define  the  ethnic  and  gender  variables  in  the 
initial  full  model.  The  initial  starting  model  to  be  used  was 
determined  by  the  numbers  of  cases  in  eacn  of  the  sex  by 
ethnicity  categories.  If  less  than  50  cases  appeared  within  a 
particular  sex  by  ethnicity  category  (eg.,  Hispanic  females), 
then  ethnicity  was  redefined.  The  notion  was  to  obtain  as  much 
information  about  ethnicity  as  possible  until  it  was  necessary  to 
omit  or  combine  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  there  were  nine  different 
types  of  possible  starting  models,  each  defining  gender  and 
ethnicity  predictor  variables  in  a  specific  manner.  These  nine 
possible  starting  models  are  presented  in  Table  4. 


For  example,  if  a  sample  possessed  50  or  more  cases  within 
each  of  the  sex  by  ethnicity  categories,  then  the  Type  #1  of 
starting  models  would  be  used.  This  type  of  starting  model  would 
include  the  following  variables  within  the  prediction  equation: 


Y  =  u  -f  ASVAB  +  M  +  F  +  W  +  B  +  H  +  M*W  +  F*W  +  M*B  +  F*B  +  M*H  + 
F*H  +  ASVAB*M  +  ASVAB*F  +  ASVAB*W  +  ASVAB*B  +  AS VAB*H  + 
ASVAB*M*W  +  ASVAB*F*W  +  ASVAB*M*B  +  ASVAB*F*B  +  ASVAB*M*H  + 
ASVAB*F*H 


with, 

u  =  unit  vector, 

ASVAB  =  ASVAB  composite  score, 
M  =  male, 

F  =  female, 

W  =  White, 

B  -  Black, 

H  =  Hispanic. 


Restricted  models  were  defined  by  removing  specified  predictor 
variables.  The  restricted  model  was  then  tested  against  the  full 
model  by  using  sequential  F-test  comparisons;  these  comparisons 
were  a  means  of  investigating  hypotheses  of  interest.  Thus,  if 
the  initial  full  model  proved  not  to  be  significantly  different 
from  the  restricted  model  in  predicting  course  grade,  the 
restricted  model  became  the  full  model  and  the  next  restricted 
model  was  tested.  The  various  model  specifications,  the 
hypotheses  of  interest,  and  hierarchical  model  tests  are 
presented  in  Appendix  B. 
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Table  4.  Nine  Types  of  Starting  Full  Models 


Vari ables 

Types  of  Starting  Models 

ld 

2 

3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

Unit  Vector 

*b 

* 

******* 

ASVAB  Composite 

★ 

★ 

******* 

Sex  (male, 

female) 

* 

* 

■k  it  * 

Ethnicity  1 

★ 

* 

(Wh,  Bl,  His) 

Ethnicity  2 

*C 

* 

(Wh,  Bl) 

Ethnicity  3 

*  * 

(Wh,  His) 

Ethnicity  4 

*  A 

(Wh,  Non-Wh) 

Sex  *  Ethn  1 

* 

Sex  *  Ethn  2 

A 

Sex  *  Ethn  3 

★ 

Sex  *  Ethn  4 

* 

ASVAB  *  Sex 

★ 

* 

*  *  *» 

ASVAB  *  Ethn  1 

* 

★ 

ASVAB  *  Ethn  2 

* 

★ 

ASVAB  *  Ethn  3 

*  * 

ASVAB  *  Ethn  4 

★  * 

ASVAB  *  Sex  * 

Ethn  1 

* 

ASVAB  *  Sex  * 

Ethn  2 

* 

ASVAB  *  Sex  * 

Ethn  3 

* 

ASVAB  *  Sex  * 

Ethn  4 

* 

dNumbers  denote 

the 

nine  possible  types  of  starting  full 

models. 

bAstericks 

indicate  which  variable  is  included  in  the 

prediction  equation  of 

the 

particular  type  of  initial  full  model. 

F-ratios  were  calculated  as  means  of  statistical  comparisons. 
In  order  to  reduce  the  experiment-wise  error  rate,  the  alpha 
level  was  set  at  p<.001  for  model  comparisons  which  initially 
began  testing  the  contributions  of  the  three-way  interaction 
variables.  Models  which  initially  tested  the  contribution  of  the 
two-way  sex  and  ethnicity  interaction  variables  set  alpha  at 
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p<.01  (i.e.,  Models  7  and  10).  The  following  F-ratio  was  used  as 
a  means  of  evaluating  the  significant  differences  between  model 
comparisons  (Bottenberg  &  Ward,  1963): 

(Rf 2  -  Rr2)/dfi 

F  = - - 

(1  -  Rf 2 ) /df 2 


where 

Rf2  =  squared  multiple  correlation  of  the  full  model 

Rr2  =  squared  multiple  correlation  of  the  restricted  model 

dfi  =  number  of  independent  predictor  variables  in  the  full 
model  minus  the  number  of  independent  predictor 
variables  in  the  restricted  model 
df2  =  total  number  of  cases  minus  the  number  of  independent 
predictor  variables  in  the  full  model. 


The  analytic  software  program  that  was  employed  allowed 
predictor  variables  to  be  included  in  the  equations  if  the 
variables  did  not  possess  a  high  degree  of  collinearity .  To 
insure  that  all  variables  were  included  in  the  prediction  models, 
the  tolerance  level  was  set  at  .00000001  (Norusis,  1988). 


III.  RESULTS 


Sample  Characteristics 


Due  to  the  exclusion  of  honors  level  courses,  the  final 
sample  used  in  these  equity  analyses  consisted  of  7,662  subjects. 
These  subjects  were  71%  White  (N=5,489),  16%  Black  (N=l,259)  and 
13%  Hispanic  (N=l,014).  The  total  sample  was  nearly  equal  in  sex 
representation,  with  48%  males  (N=3,730)  and  52%  females 
(N=4,032).  Summary  statistics  of  the  12  ASVAB  composite  scores 
revealed  that,  on  the  average,  Blacks  typically  obtained  lower 
aptitude  scores  than  Whites  and  Hispanics;  and  Hispanic  mean 
scores  were  lower  than  White  mean  scores.  Average  aptitude 
scores  were  higher  for  White  and  Black  males  than  their  female 
counterparts  within  the  Mechanical  and  Crafts,  Electronics  and 
Electrical,  Health,  Social,  and  Technology,  and  Technical 
composites.  White  and  Black  females,  on  the  average,  had  higher 
scores  than  White  and  Black  males  for  the  Business  and  Clerical 
and  Perceptual  Speed  composites.  Hispanic  males  obtained  higher 
average  scores  than  Hispanic  females  on  the  Mechanical  and  Crafts 
and  Technical  composites,  while  Hispanic  females  obtained  higher 
average  scores  than  males  on  the  Academic  Ability,  AFQT ,  Verbal, 
Math,  Business  and  Clerical,  and  Perceptual  Speed  composites  (see 
Appendix  C) . 


The  results  of  the  general  linear  models  tests  are  presented 
next,  organized  according  to  the  ASVAB  aptitude  composite  that 
was  used  as  the  predictor  variable  in  the  equations.  Summary 
tables  follow  each  ASVAB  composite  (Tables  5  through  16) ;  and,  a 
summary  of  these  results  are  also  presented  in  Appendix  D. 


Academic  Ability  High  School  Composite 


English  I  -  IV 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Academic  Ability  high  school 
composite  with  this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4 
comparison.  Model  4  included  the  unit  vector,  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  score,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables,  with  ethnicity  membership  being 
defined  ns  White,  Black  and  Hispanic.  With  Model  4  as  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  English  grade,  no 
differential  validity  was  evidenced  for  the  ethnicity  by  Academic 
Ability  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or  the  sex  by 
Academic  Ability  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.036  ( p< .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
English  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  this  ASVAB  composite  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  among  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  With  the  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and  Model 
11  comparison  approximating  .006  (p<.001),  Model  10  would  be  the 
best  prediction  system  for  this  sample.  Thus,  the  change  in  the 
English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Academic  Ability  high  school 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .006  (p<.00l), 
with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 


English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVA3  Academic  Ability  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  this  year'  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Academic  Abi ' ity  composite  score  as  the  aptitude 
measure  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores, 
which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  for  gender  group 
differences  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines,  with  Model  7  as  the  prediction  equation 
to  be  used  for  this  sample.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .007  (p<.001).  Thus,  the 

change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Academic 
Ability  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  sophomore 
males  and  females. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an 
change  of  .008  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  were  used  in 
the  prediction  of  English  course  grade,  White  and  Hispanic 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion, 
while  Black  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Academic  Ability  high  school 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .007 
(p<.001),  with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  group's  English  graae.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Academic  Ability  high  school 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  junior  males  and 
females . 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  juniors. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these 
individuals. 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
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regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .007  (p<.00l),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change 
in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  was  also  significantly  different  for  these  junior  males 
and  females. 

Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups,  with  this  sample  including  only  White  and  Black 
individuals.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  The  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  senior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .028  (p<-00l)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  senior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained 
by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 


General  Math 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Academic  Ability 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members,  with  an  R2  change  of  .009  (p<.001)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Thus,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  General  Math  sample.  Using  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
General  Math  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 
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Freshmen  1985-86.  For  this  sample,  the  results  showed  no 
statistical] y  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members. 
Models  9  or  12  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  in  the  equations,  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  gender 
subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .035  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system. 
Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grade,  female  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on 
the  criterion,  while  male  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 

The  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Academic 
Ability  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by 
juniors . 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
General  Math  sample  was,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by 
not  including  ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations. 
Then,  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members.  With  an  change  of  .028  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Thus,  if  a  common 


regression  line  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  were  used  in 
the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade,  female  juniors  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  male 
juniors  would  be  consistently  nverpredicted . 

Tho  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  univ. 
vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Seniors  1984-35.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
General  Math  sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not 
including  ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then, 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again, 
Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math 
course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  seniors. 


Algebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  with  an  R2  change  of  .040  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra 
course  grade  for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equatic->s  for  the  two 
gender  groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  changes  of  .042 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  tests.  Therefore,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  freshmen  females  v:ould  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  it  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra 
course  grade  for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Academic  Ability  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .026  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra 
course  grade  for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  resulted  between  the  male  and  female  subgroups.  With 
an  R2  change  of  .018  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade,  female 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion 
while  male  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

This  sample  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1934-85  sample,  using  the  Academic 
Ability  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Tnese  tests  resulted 
in  an  R“  change  of  .030  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  cons? stently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if 
th n  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Black.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  or  ethnic  grouj.  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these 
juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .039  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  B 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
system  for  these  seniors.  Using  this  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the 
1984-85  school  year. 


Geometry 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  nvestigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again, 
using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  in  the  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 


Sophomores  1984-05.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in 
the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model 
9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .024  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  within  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  slope 
differences  between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately 
.021  (p<.01) ,  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample's  Geometry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the 
Geometry  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Black 
sophomores . 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .021  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
two  ethnic  groups.  Again  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  some  of 
the  other  Geometry  samples,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  nc  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model 
10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .060  (p<.01),  with 
Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
Geometry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  these  White  and  Nonwhite  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
etnnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  Academic  Ability  composite  equations  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these 
seniors . 


Calculus 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  was  the  only  Calculus  sample  which 
possessed  more  than  50  cases,  and  only  gender  group  differences 
were  tested.  The  Academic  Ability  composite,  as  the  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Calculus  course  grade  for 
these  individuals. 
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General  Science 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Academic  Ability  high  school 
composite  with  this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4 
comparison.  Model  4  included  the  unit  vector,  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  score,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables,  with  ethnicity  membership  being 
defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic.  With  Model  4  as  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General  Science  grade,  no 
differential  validity  was  evidenced  for  the  ethnicity  by  Academic 
Ability  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or  the  sex  by 
Academic  Ability  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Academic  Ability  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .040  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpj  edicted  in  their 
General  Science  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Science  course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  aptitude  measure  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
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gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

With  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  two  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of 
.055  { p < .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  General  Science  course 
grade  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  White  juniors 
would  be  consistently  UuJerpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations;.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  Academic 
Ability  composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  As  in  some  of  the  previous 
samples,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Science  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  in  1985-86. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  equation 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science 
course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Biology  1  -  II 

Freshmen _ .19  84-8  5 .  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 

sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Norwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  Academic 
Ability  composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  tor  the  gender  group 
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or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in 
1985-86. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  change 
of  .028  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  with  this 
sample  also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .018  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  urderpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  predictor  composite, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .008  (p<.0l)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  Black  and  Hispanic 
soplomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  White 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  intercept  di  ferences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .053  (p<.01) 


for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of 
.032  ( p<_ .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  rc 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
white  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Biology  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Wich  an  R2  change 
of  .042  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  of  Biology  course  grade  for 
these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this  Academic 
Ability  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
qroup  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .032  and  .040  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
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seniors.  Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grade,  White  seniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Black  seniors 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 


Chemistry  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  in  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  this  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  reader 
group  differences.  Again,  with  the  Academic  Ability  composite  in 
the  equations,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades 
obtained  by  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  indicated  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an 
R2  change  of  .048  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course 
grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Academic  Ability  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
and  two  ethnic  group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .047  and  .019 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparisons,  Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equations  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
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line  were  used.  Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using 
the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grade,  White  juniors  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this  criterion,  while  Nonwhite 
juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  ^prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  ,060  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  shoved  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Biology  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  samples  using  the 
Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  Model  9  could  be  used  j.n  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model 
10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .038  (P<*01),  with 
Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
Chemistry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Chemistry  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Nonwhite  seniors. 


Physics  I  -  II 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  .prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R^  change  of  .038  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 


Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Physics 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredxcted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Academic  Ability  composite  equations  again 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .042  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Government  and  Civics 


Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Academic  Ability  composite  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  for  this  year. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups. 
Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
scmple,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Academic  Ability  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
and  two  ethnic  group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .030  and  .019 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  3  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparisons,  Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equations  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used  whije  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used.  Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using 
the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grade,  White  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while 
Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 
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Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  However,  the 
use  of  this  Academic  Ability  composite  in  the  equations  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  only  the 
gender  subgroup.  With  R2  changes  of  .020  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Models  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  male''-  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Academic  Ability  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .030  (p<.00i)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  was  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  the  previous  samples,  this 
sample,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Again, 
Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades  for 
these  seniors. 


History 


Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.034  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  b°  ’ised  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during 
this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Academic  Ability 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .009  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  tor 
the  white  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Academic  Ability  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .020  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  t.he  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


The  se  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this 
school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .032 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
History  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  f~r  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .009 
(p<.001),  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  History  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  History 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  1985-86  freshmen  sample,  this 
sample,  using  the  Academic  Ability  high  school  composite  score  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .033 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  3  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors 
during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
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the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Academic 
Ability  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .040  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors 
during  this  school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  Resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  change 
of  .026  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course 
grade,  White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85,  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.057  (p<. 01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R 2  change  of  .021  (p<,01)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  White  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Academic  Ability  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model 
9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during 
this  school  year. 

gophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Academic  Ability  prediction  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .085  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  li.  2  were  used. 


32 


When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  use  of  this  Academic  Ability  composite  in  the 
prediction  equations  also  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .012  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these 
sophomores'  Foreign  Language  course  grade.  Again,  using  this 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
R2  change  of  .059  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  C  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this 
school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .078  (p<-01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  Academic  Ability  predictor  composite  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  vs 


Model  12  comparison  was  .020  (p<.01);  therefore,  Model  11  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  these  juniors*  Foreign 
Language  course  grade.  Using  this  composite  White  and  Hispanic 
juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
Black  juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Academic 
Ability  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .047  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this 
school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Academic 
Ability  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these 
individuals . 


Secretary  and  Office  Education 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit 
vector  and  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  this  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  prediction  equations  the  results  shewed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Secretary  and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  seniors. 


Typing  and  Word  Processing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Academic  Ability  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Academic 
Ability  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .033  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus, 
using  this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The 
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change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.043  (p<.01) ,  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during 
this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again, 
Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course 
grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomore  1984- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.064  (p<.Cl),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
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score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
previous  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .044  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  Lest 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year . 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Academic  Ability  composite  equations  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the 
male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8 
and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .028  (p<.01),  with  Model 
8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpred.icted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  AS^AB  Academic  Ability  composite  as 
the  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .055  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Juniors  1584-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Academic  Ability  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .092 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredisted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  As  in  the  previous  sample,  using  the  Academic 
Ability  composite  prediction  equations,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .034  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  cv^rpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  samples,  this  sample  tested 
for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .035 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  3  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Home  Economics 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.045  (p<-01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Horn.''  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .072 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite, 
freshmen  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  uhe  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these 
two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  cnange  of  .061 
(p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change 
of  .060  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  wore  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  1 i ne  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .032 
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(p<,01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor 
composite.  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  The  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 

change  of  .062  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  The  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .031  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
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statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Juniors  1935-86.  As  in  the  previous  junior  sample,  at  first, 
using  this  composite  with  this  sample,  gender  differences  were 
investigated  by  not  including  ethnicity  variables  in  the 
prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
differences  were  studied  by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in 
the  equations.  Again,  this  sample,  using  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  equations,  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change 
of  .111  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison  was 
evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor  composite  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  lira  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  the  results  indicated 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Academic  Ability  composite  equations 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .042  (p<.01)  was 
obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  and  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 
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Computer  Programming 


Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Academic  Ability  composite  as  a  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .076 
(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  aquation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample  also 
tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Again,  the  Academic  Ability 
composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus, 
Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Academic 
Ability  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Computer 
Programming  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  for  this  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  Collapsing  across  the  ethnic  groups,  the 
model  comparisons  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the 
Academic  Ability  predictor  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .113  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
Academic  Ability  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Academic  Ability  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by 
seniors  for  this  year. 
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Table  5 .  Sumviry  of  Equity  Findings  for  Prediction  of  High  School 
Course  Grades  by  Academic  Ability  High  School  Composite 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethoici ty 

English  I- 
Fresh 

IV 

54-85 

NS 

NS 

I 

Fresh 

85-86 

i 

S 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

s 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

General  Math 

Fresh  fto-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

t 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

! 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Algeoro 

1 

fresh 

84-85 

E 

NS  j 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

NS 

|  Soph 

84-85 

1 

E 

MS  ' 

j  Soph 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

> 

F 

NS 

jr 

85-86 

£ 

F 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

1  Geometry 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

MS 

j  Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

MS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

S 

NS 

Jr 

84  85 

I 

£ 

NS 

i  Jr 

85-86 

E 

S 

NS 

i  Sr 

1 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

!  Calculus 

1 _ _Jr  . 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

| 

|  General  Science 
i  Fresh  84-B5 

NS 

NS 

i 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

F 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

I 

NS 

1  Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

i  Sr 

84-85 

L.  E  . 

NT 

NS 

i.  _ _ 

Hote.  MS  -  Not  significant;  I  =  Intercept  differences; 
S  -  Slope  di  <  f  c-renoes;  E  =  Fqui  table  test,  no  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  found;  HI  =  Not  tested  due  to  snail  sample 
sizes. 
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Table  5.  (Continued) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

Biology 

fresh 

04-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

1 

NS 

Snph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

] 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

1 

NS 

Chemistry 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

1 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

: 

E 

NS 

Sr 

04-85 

E 

S 

NS 

Physics 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

l 

NT 

MS 

Goverreiem 

fresh 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

l 

£ 

HS 

Jr 

65-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

54-B5 

E 

E 

NS 

History 

Fresh 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

fresh 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

l 

S 

NS 

Jr 

b4-05 

I 

E 

NS 

j< 

B5-J6 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-65 

E 

l 

NS 

1  for«<oo  lanSv^*o 

Fresh 

84-05 

1 

l 

NS 

Fresh 

05-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Soph 

85  86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

1 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

P'  -85 

E 

r 

NS 

Secretary  l  Ofc 

I  Jr 

85-86 

NT 

E 

NS 

1  Sr 

84  -  85 

1  NT 

E 

NS 

1 

i 

Note,  ns 

«  Not 

s  1  gr,  1  f  i  cant; 

1  *  Intercept 

ril  f  fercnc.tx; 

S  «  Slope  dlfferer».es;  E  *  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  found;  NT  *  Not  tested  due  to  small  somp ! e 


sites. 
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Table  5.  (Concluded) 


Course 

1 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

Typing 

Fresh 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

! 

NT 

NS 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Home  Economics 
Fresh  84-35 

I 

I 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

I 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Computer  Program 
Soph  85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

K I 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

note.  NS  »  Not  significant;  !  »  Intercept  differences; 
S  =  Slope  differences;  E  «  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or 
Intercept  differences  foi:nd;  NT  *  Mot  tested  due  to  small  sample 
sites. 


Verbal  High  School  Composite 


English  I  -  IV 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Verbal  high  school  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  and  the  Model  2  vs 
Model  5  comparisons.  However,  the  Model  2  vs  Model  6  comparcion 
showed  that  these  two  models  were  not  significantly  different. 
Model  6  included  the  unit  vector,  the  Verbal  score  by  sex  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables.  With  Model  6  as  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  English  grade,  no 
differential  validity  was  evidenced  for  the  ethnicity  by  Verbal 
score  two-way  interaction  variables,  with  ethnicity  being  defined 
as  white,  Black  and  Hispanic  group  membership. 

Freshmen _ 1985-86 .  This  composite  showed  statistically 

significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R^  change  of 
.036  (p<. 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Verbal  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 


females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  this  ASVAB  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  bo  used  in  the  prediction 
of  English  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Verbal  composite  re  ulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope,,  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R^  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .010  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  groups  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Verbal  composite  was  significantly  different  for  this 
year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Verbal  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  which  were 
the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Eophomores  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  for  gender  group 
differences  using  the  Verbal  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines,  with  Model  7  as  the  prediction  equation  to  be 
used  for  this  sample.  The  R2  chanye  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .009  (?<.001).  Thus,  the  change  in 
the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite 
was  significantly  different  for  these  sophomore  males  and 
females . 

Using  the  Verbal  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were 
the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus, 
Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  J.9B4-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Verbal  high  school  composite 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  .lines.  The  R2  change  for  thi 
Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .009  (p<.001), 
with.  Modol  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 


English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  Verbal  high  school  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  these  junior  males  and  females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  juniors. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
Verbal  composite  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .008  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change 
in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Verbal  composite  was 
also  significantly  different  for  these  junior  males  and  females. 

Again,  using  the  Verbal  composite  score  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups,  with  this  sample  including  only  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  individuals.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  The  ASVAB  Verbal  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  senior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .029  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Verbal  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained 
by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 


general  Hath 


This  sample,  using  the  Verbal  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  difterences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector 


and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Verbal  composite 
in  the  equations,  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  gender  subgroups.  With 
an  R2  charge  of  .  038  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  lodel  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus, 
if  a  cc.iuuon  regression  line  using  the  Verbal  composite  were  used 
in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade,  female  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  male 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

The  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

■Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Verbal 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
tl,  3  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit,  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Math  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  othnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Verbal 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .  028  ({'.  01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line 
using  the  Verbal  composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Math  course  grade,  female  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpt'jdi  cted  on  the  criterion  while  male  juniors  would  be 
consistently  ovsrpredictad . 
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The  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  in  1984-85  by  seniors. 


Algebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
gender  groups  with  an  R2  change  of  .037  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  Verbal  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  gender 
groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .036  (p<.001) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  tests.  Therefore,  Mode1  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  freshmen  females  vuuld  be  consistently  uriderpredicted 
in  their  Algebra  grader,  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as  ! 

White  and  Nonwhite.  Thu's,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
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unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Verbal 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .023  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Verbal  high 
school  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or 
the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Verbal 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
che  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .028  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
nr  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
white  and  Black.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for 
juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite,  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  wore  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 


and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  eguations.  Using  the 
Verbal  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  Model  .12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these 
juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Verbal  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R?  change  of  .  034  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these 
seniors.  Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  tnis  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Tnus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the 
1984-85  school  year. 


Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  eguations.  Usina 
the  Verbal  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in 
the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  Verbal  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant,  slope  of  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 


Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Verbal  composite 
as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .020  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Verbal  composite  within  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .019 
(p<.01),  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Geometry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Black  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Verbal 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these 
juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  some  of 
the  other  Geometry  samples,  using  the  Verbal  composite  in  the 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
Mode.  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Verbal  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11 
and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .105  (p<-01),  with 
Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  tor  this  sample's 
Geometry  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  juniors  would 
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be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  Verbal  composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  Model  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these 
seniors . 


Calculus 


Juniors  1985-86.  This  was  the  only  Calculus  sample  which 
possessed  more  than  50  cases,  and  only  gender  group  differences 
were  tested.  The  Verbal  composite,  as  the  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Calculus  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


General  Science 


Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Verbal  high  school  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Mode]  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Verbal  composite  score,  and  the  sex 
by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
General  Science  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for 
the  ethnicity  by  Verbal  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or 
the  sex  by  Verbal  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Verbal 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  Model  12,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Verbal 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 


differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .  038  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Science  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigatea  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using  the  Verbal 
composite  as  the  aptitude  aptitude  measure  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Verbal 
composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

With  the  Verbal  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the 
two  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .053  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  li  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  General  Science  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite,  White  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  Verbal 


composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  As  in  some  of  the  previous  samples, 
Model  9  or  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Science  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  in  1985-86. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Verbal  composite  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Biology  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  Verbal 
composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic 
group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1984- 
85. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  change 
of  .029  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Verbal  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  A3VAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Verbal  high  school  composite 
with  this  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vg  Model  4  and  the  Model  2  vs 
Model  5  comparisons.  However,  the  Model  2  vs  Model  6  comparsion 
showed  that  these  two  models  were  not  significantly  different. 
Model  6  included  the  unit  vector,  the  Verbal  score  by  sex  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables.  With  Model  6  as  the  best 


prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology  grade,  no 
differential  validiy  was  evidenced  for  the  ethnicity  by  Verbal 
score  two-way  interaction  variables,  with  ethnicity  being  defined 
as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  group  membership. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R^  change  of  .058  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of 
.030  ( P < .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Verbal  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Verbal  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .033 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  ec  iation  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this  Verbal 
composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic  group 
members.  With  R^  changes  of  .036  and  .031  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons,  Models  8 
and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these  seniors. 
Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used.  Conversely, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Verbal  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course 
grade.  White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Chemistry  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Verbal  composite  in  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  this  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  with  the  Verbal  composite  in  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Verbal  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  indicated  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gende\-  groups.  With  an  change 
of  .043  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would 
be  co) isistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender,  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Verbal  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R"  changes  of  .040  and  .021  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Verbal 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Chemistry  course  grade,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1985-B6.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  che  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  rot 
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composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  rn  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups,  with  an  Vr  change  of  .052  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Verbal  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  v/ould  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  mai.es  would  be  consistently 
overpredic.ted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Honwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the 
r.rediotion  eauation.  coulci  be  used  in  the  orediction  of  Chemistry 
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course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Verbal  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  Model  12  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors 
during  this  school  year. 
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Physics  I  -  Ii 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the ^prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R0  change  of  .032  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Verbal  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Verbal  composite  equations  again  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  An  R2  change  of  .038  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore.  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Verbal  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpred j ctod  if  _  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Government  and  Civics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Verbal  composite  prediction  equations  resulted 
in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit 
vector  and  the  asvab  Verbal  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Government  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  for 
this  year. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Verbal  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups. 
Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Verbal  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R*  changes  of  .031  and  018  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Mode]  12  comparisons, 
Models  S  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
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common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Verbal 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade.  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Hispanic  sophomores  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  However,  the 
use  of  this  Verbal  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  only  the 
gender  subgroup.  With  R2  change  of  .017  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  signif leant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwnite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Verbal  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .025  (p<.001)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  was  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  r.o 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  tor 
White  and  Black  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  similar  to  the  previous  samples,  this 
sample,  using  the  Verbal  composite  score  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  variable,  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Models  9  or  12, 
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which  contained  only  the.  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Government  course  grades  for  these  seniors. 


history 

Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  change  of  .031 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  ur:t  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 


Freshmen  1985-66.  This  sample,  using  the  Verbal  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
Rz  change  of  .009  (p<.ooi)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpred.ictod  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Verbal  high  school  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
R~  change  of  .020  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
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History  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sopuomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  *mit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .032 
(p<.00l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  Verbal  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  ovex'predicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the 
prediction  equations.  With  the  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and 
Model  11  comparison  approximating  .008  (p<.001),  Model  10  would 
be  the  best  prediction  system  for  this  sample.  Thus,  the  change 
in  History  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Verbal  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores. 

.juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  1985-86  freshmen  sample,  this 
sample,  using  the  Verbal  high  school  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .029 
( Pi .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  i  cup  nt  embeds.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
this  school  year. 
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Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Verbal  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .033  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model 
9  comparison  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
this  school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the  Verbal 
composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grade  for  these  Geniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .026  ( p  < .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Verbal  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade. 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Biacl  seniors  wuuiu  bo  consistently 
overpredicted . 


After  collapsing  actoe-  wbliii.iv.  ^loups  anu 
then  collapsing  across  gender  groups,  the  use  of  the  ASVAB  Verbal 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups.  The  results  showed  an  R2  change 
of  .Of 4  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 


63 


sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  P.  change  of  .021  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable.  White  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  ovcrpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Freshmen  1985-P6.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  predicticn  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Verbal  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .008  (p<.01),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  male  and  female  freshmen. 

W'hen  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Verbal  composite  within  the  equations,  the 
results  also  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  1C  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately 
.011  ( p< .01),  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in 
the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Verbal 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  rhocc  white.  Black  and 
Hispanic  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1964-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
"nice,  Liawk  U||J  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Tne 
Verbal  prediction  equations  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Mode'.  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .080  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
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Thus,  using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  use  of  this  Verbal  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations  also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of 
.010  ( p < .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  ll 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these  sophomores'  Fox*eign 
Language  course  grade.  Again,  using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure,  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  bo 
consistently  underpredictod  i..  tn*ix  rcieign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  change  of 
.  05 J  (pc.Gi)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-05.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
white,  Biacjc  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  Verbal  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .069,  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior 
females  would  u-  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  rbgic-~>jv  t  i  used  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  verbal  predictor  composite  also  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic 
group  members.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison  was  .022  (p<.01)?  therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the 

best  prediction  equation  for  these  juniors'  Foreign  Language 
course  grade.  Using  this  composite  White  and  Hispanic  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1385-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
Auhnlcity  variables  i«  the  predict  ion  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  wexe  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Verbal 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .038  (p<.0i),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 

prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  usad,  whiie  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign 
Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year . 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Verbal 
composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  Mcdlel  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  those 
individuals . 


Secretary  and  Office  Education 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 

L _ .  i.itc  nth;.:.-  *np  Hifforonrps.  Usinq  the  Verbal  composite  as 

the  aptitude  predictor  variable.  the  results  s». _ d 

statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
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ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  tills  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Verbal 
composite  prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  thG 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Secretary  and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by  these  seniors. 


Typing 


Freshmen  1984 -85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Verbal  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R"  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .oil  (p<.Ol),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  white.  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 


Freshmen  1985-S6.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Verbal 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R"  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .025  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  jrade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  iri  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  cop'-- -■t  ently 
c*  *cr-.  radio  tea  AI  »  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Mien  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12.  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing 
course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  va^iab^ps  in  the  equations.  The 
results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept- 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R* 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.038  (d.<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  tnis  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  I  uie  v/erc  used, 
while  sophomore  males  woul  d  be  consistently  over  predicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  re:  ulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  ""hus.  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
cf  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  comp isite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  b}  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  h  /  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Us.ng  the  Vp -bai 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  re-  llts  showed 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores. 


Juniors  1984-B5.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomore  1904- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  fe?nale  regression  lines.  The 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.064  ( p< .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpiedacted  in 


thoir  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations*  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  g».  oup  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verbal  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 


ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
previous  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
The  R"  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 


approximately 


<P<-01) , 


being 


best 


prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
ur.derpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were.  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
st.sitistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  hodel  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Verba1  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  use.'  m  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Seniors _ 1984—85 .  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 

differences.  The  Verbal  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  ^differences  between  the  male 


and  female  regression  lines. 


change  for  the  Model  0  and 


Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .026  (p<.01),  v/ith  Model  8 


being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpiedicteu  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Accounting  ar,d  Book kt_ en  in g 


Sopnovgores  198  5  ~8  o .  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 


gender 


the  Model  0  vs  Model 


and  resulted  in  an  R~  change  of  .046  ( pi.  .01) 


comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 


the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  oredictor  variable,  s.phowore  femalas  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Th  *.'*  sample  tested  for  gender  grcUj. 
differences.  Again,  us.’ng  the  verbal  composite  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .085  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  v;ould  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-06.  This  sample  tested  tor  gender  group 
differences.  As  in  the  previous  sample,  using  the  Verbal 
composite  prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  _ho  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .034 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
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this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  wore  used. 

Seniors  l?34-85.  Like  the  junior  sample,  this  sample  tested 
for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the  Verbal  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .04  3 
(l<..01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  ovei predicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Home  Economics 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  tor  the  two 
freehmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  v/  change  of  .046 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 


8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .072 
( p < .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite, 
freshmen  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Verbal  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .066 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Uning 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  ir.  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 


Sophomore  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .058 
(p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  bo  consistently 
unde  rpredic  tec  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  ov ^rprcdicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .034 
( p < .01}  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor 
composite,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1935-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  inclxiding 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Verbal  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members 
and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .064  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  thiG  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  ma]as  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-35.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Verbal  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members 
and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .028  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  verbal  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
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be  used  i r,  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first;  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  this 
sample,  using  the  Verbal  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .103  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  we re  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  getiuet  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Verbal  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  F2  change  of  .038  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore.  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  and  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 


Computer  Programming 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Verbal  composite  as  a  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
dir  ferencer.  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .077 
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(P<.0.1)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 
tested  only  for  gender  group  differences.  Again,  the  Verbal 
composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus, 
Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Verbal 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Computer 
Programming  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  for  this  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  Collapsing  across  the  ethnic  groups,  the 
model  comparisons  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the 
Verbal  predictor  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .100 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
Verbal  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Verbal  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  for 
this  year. 


Table  6.  Sumnery  of  Equity  Findings  for  Prediction  of  High  School 
Course  Grade*  by  Verbal  High  School  Composite 


Cour&e 

Sex 

EtNnictty 

Sex'Cthnicity 

Engl  ish  1  - 
Fresh 

IV 

84-85 

s 

NS 

l 

Fresh 

85-86 

i 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Snph 

85-86 

s 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

s 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-55 

1 

E 

NS 

Hote.  NS  =  hot  significant;  I  =  Intercept  difference*;  S  *  Slope 
difference*;  E  •  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  «  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 
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Table  6.  (Continued) 


Course 

$«x 

Ethnicity 

Se**Ethnleity 

General  Nath 

freeti  84-85 

E 

E 

Mm 

*«* 

84-85 

1 

E 

Soph 

SS-86 

r 

E 

Jr 

•4-85 

E 

E 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Alpabra 

Fresh 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

f- 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

04-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

£ 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

e 

. 

NS 

Geowet ry 

Fr**h 

85  86 

E 

E 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

t 

Sot* 

85-86 

l 

S 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

Jr 

5S-A6 

E 

I 

Sr 

84  85 

C 

E 

Kfl 1 

Calculus 

— 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

General  Science 
fresh  84-85 

NC 

NS 

1 

fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

Nl 

Soph 

84-85 

l 

E 

Nil 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

Nil 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

I 

N'i 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

W, 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

■fology 

Freah 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

fresh 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

S 

NS 

1 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

1 

NS 

Chemistry 

fresh 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-66 

1 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

l 

l 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

US 

Physics 

Jr 

65-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

. 

Note.  NS  »  Not  significant;  ]  *  Intercept  difference*;  S  *  Slope 
difference*;  E  *  Equitable  te*t,  no  aignificont  (lope  or  intercept 
difference*  found;  NT  ■  hot  tented  due  to  mm 1 1  duple  size*. 
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Course 

Government 

Fresh 

64-85 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

65-06 

Jr 

84-65 

Jr 

65-86 

Sr 

64-65 

History 

Fresh 

84-85 

fresh 

85-66 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

65-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Foreign  language  j 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

65-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Secretary  l  Ofc 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Typing 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

64-85 

Jr 

85-66 

Sr 

84-85 

Home  Economics  j 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Cr 

84-85 

Ccmsuter  ’> 

rogram 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

$: 

84-85 

Kjt»,  NS  ■  Not  significant;  I  *  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  ■  Equiteble  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  ■  Not  tested  due  to  SMll  sample  sizes. 
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Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .032 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 


Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
English  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.032  (P< • 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  this  ASVAB  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  English  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Math  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .004  (p<..001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  groups  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Math  composite  was  significantly  different  for  this  year's 
sophomore  males  and  females. 
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Using  the  Math  composite  score  ait  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  signify  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hicr  sophomores  which  were 
the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  >v  ,r;tion  equations.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  tfc  ^  vector  and  the  Math 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  for  gender  group 
differences  using  the  Math  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines,  with  Model  8  as  the  prediction  equation  to  be 
used  for  this  sample.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .004  (p<.Q01).  Thus,  using  the  Math 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Math  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .014 
(p<.001),  with  Model  ll  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Thus,  using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences  using  the  Math  high  school  composite, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines,  with 
Model  8  as  the  prediction  equation  to  be  used  for  this  sample. 
The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .004  (p<.001).  Thus,  using  the  Math  composite  as 
the  predictor  variable  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  lir.a  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  juniors. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors..  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
Math  composite  in  the  equations  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
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approximately  .008  (p<.001),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  English  grade.  Again,  using  the  Math 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  lint.  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  using  the  Math  composite  score  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups,  with  this  sample  including  only  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  individuals.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  The  ASVAB  Math  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  senior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .030  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Math  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained 
by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 


Sfeneral-Matfr 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Math  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  For  this  sample,  the  results  also  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members. 
Again,  Models  9  or  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
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group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Math  composite  in 
the  equations,  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  gender  subgroups.  with 
an  R2  change  of  .034  (p<.00l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Math  composite  were  used  in 
the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade,  female  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  male 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

The  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Math  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  predicting 
General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Math  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  cr  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Math  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  containing  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  in  1984-85  by  seniors. 
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Algebra 


Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Math  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
gender  groups  with  an  R2  change  of  .041  (p<,0Cl)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  d  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  simple  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  Math  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  gender 
groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .037  (p<.001) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  tests.  Therefore,  Model  B  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-H5  sample,  using  the  Math 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .023  (p<_.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  fur  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 
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Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
th6  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores _  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Math  high 
school  composite,  the  results  a?.so  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .016  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Math  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .035  (p<.00l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  t-^e  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Black.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for 
juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
end  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Math 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
cr  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  Model  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Math 
composite  in  the  eqvations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .034  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these  senior*. 
Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  ix  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  AfVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the 
1984-85  school  year. 


geometry 

Fresnmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Matn  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 

Sophomores.  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Math  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .011  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

As  in  the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  Math  composite  resulted 
in  no  statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences 
for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometi'y  course  grade  for  th«se  sophomores. 


83 


l| :'^':lr:f|||l|TiTl7" '  '  Tf!!j;j!!|l|!S':''  ' 11  '  1  9  Eu:  1" i'ii"Cl»|:i!| iilml |U '* 'ir^ 'tTT  ^ n'  :;mT"nn: .:"iriqiM:iHir.iUiiih  1;  r  I'm.nniniiwi;:  . . . . mi' 


Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Math  composite 
as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .018  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  bo  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Math  composite  within  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .022 
(p<.01),  with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample’s  Geometry  grade.  Thus,  White  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  ccmmoi  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  inducing 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  ti'.r  White 
and  Wonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  svudied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Math 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  cf  .018  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  besc  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors.  Using  this 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
tneir  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  ragressio  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  were  conducted  for  ethnic  group  differences 
using  the  Math  predictor  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences  lor  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  ^ome  of 
the  other  Geometry  samples,  using  the  Math  composite  ±n  the 
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prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Math  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  change  for  the  Model  10 
and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .069  (p<.01),  with 

Model  10  beinq  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
Geometry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  Geometry  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  Math  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors, 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  Math  composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  Model  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  for  these 
seniors. 


Cai&ylus 

Juniors  198b-86.  This  was  the  only  Calculus  sample  which 
possessed  more  than  50  cases,  and  only  gender  group  differences 
were  tested.  The  Math  composite,  as  the  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  cr  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Calculus  course  grades  for  these 
individuals. 


General  Science 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Math  high  school  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Math  composite  score,  and  the  sex 
by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
General  Science  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for 
the  ethnicity  by  Math  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or  the 
sex  by  Math  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 


Freshmen  1965-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  predict loi  equations.  Then,  the  White 


and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Math  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite 
score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Math  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and 
Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .031  (p<.01),  with  Model  10 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample’s  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  General  Science  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  Math  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Math 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .035  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Science  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  che 
unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1905-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using  the  Math 
composite  as  the  aptitude  aptitude  measure  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Science  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Math  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  31  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .044  (p<.01),  with  Model  11 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 


86 


Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  wera  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Math  composite 
within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Science  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

With  the  Math  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the 
two  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .071  (p<.0i)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  General  Science  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite,  White  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  Math 
composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Modei  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by 
juniors  in  1985-86. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Math  composite  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Science  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Biology  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  Math 
composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
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slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic 
group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1984- 
85. 


Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change 
of  .028  (p<. 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Biology  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  with  this 
sample  also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen 
gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .018  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Math  composite  as 
the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  composite,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .008  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs 
Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Math  composite  as 
the  predictor  variable,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  White  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigate  ■  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equa  a  ins.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .044  (p<.01) 
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for  the  Model  6  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85 .  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of 
.033  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
VJhite  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  lor  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  variable 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .031  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7 
vs  Model  8  comparison,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these  juniors.  Thus,  the 
change  in  the  Biology  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Math  high 
school  composite  was  significantly  different  for  male  and  female 
freshmen. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this  Math 
composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic  group 
members.  With  R2  changes  of  .024  and  .066  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons.  Models  8 
and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these  seniors. 
Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
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underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used.  Conversely, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Math  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course 
grade,  White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Chemistry  I..  -  .II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Math  composite  in  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  this  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  with  the  Math  composite  in  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
the  results  indicated  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .044 
(p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  commc^  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  t\  s  .omposite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  invest: ced  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Math  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  R2  change  of  .048  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  tor 


90 


White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86 .  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups,  with  an  Fr  change  of  .074  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Math  composite  as 
the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  again  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Math 
composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and  Nonwhite 
ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  during 
this  school  year. 


Physics  I  -  ll 

Juniors  198C-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  orediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  .041  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Math 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Math  composite  eguations  again  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  An  R2  change  of  .037  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced?  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Mach  composite  as 
the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Government  and  Civics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Math  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit 
vector  and  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Government  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  for 
this  year. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  An  R“  change  of  .038  (p<.oi) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variabies  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Math  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .028  and  .021  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons. 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  female*  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  ovorpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Math  composite 
as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government 
course  grade,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Hispanic  sophomores  would 
be  consistently  overpr erected. 
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Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gondor  variable?  in  the  equations.  However,  the 
use  of  this  Math  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  only  the 
gender  subgroup.  With  R2  change  of  .020  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regj jssion  line  were 
used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 

statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 

Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Math  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .030  (p<.001)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  was  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 

statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  the  previous  samples,  this 
sample,  using  the  Math  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Models  9  or  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grades  for  these  seniors. 
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Hlitoxy 


Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Math  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .031 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  fio«hmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Freshmen  198S-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Math  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
Rz  change  of  .008  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  ol  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Math  high  school  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
Rz  change  of  .016  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
History  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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Again,  the  use  cf  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during 
this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .032 
(p<-001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  Math  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .008 
(p<.001) ,  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Thus,  the  change  in  History  grade  per  unit  change 
in  the  Math  composite  was  significantly  different  for  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  1985-86  freshmen  sample,  this 
sample,  using  the  Math  high  school  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .031 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Black  ethnic  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .009  (p<.00l)  for 
the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced.  Therefore, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  White  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 
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Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Math  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .018  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model 
8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  History  grade 
per  unit  change  in  the  Math  high  school  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  freshmen  males  and  females. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
this  school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the  Math 
composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .030  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Math  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure 
were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade.  White 
seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this  criterion 
while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85.  After  collapsing  across  ethnic  groups  and 
then  collapsing  across  gender  groups,  the  use  of  the  ASVAB  Math 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups.  The  results  showed  an  R2  change 
of  .052  (p<„01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
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Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .013  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  White  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 


Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Math  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .043  (p<-01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Math  composite  within  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression 
lines.  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  during  this  school  year. 


Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Math 
prediction  equations  shewed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.079  ( p < .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite 
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as  the  aptitude  measure,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  use  of  this  Math  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations  also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of 
.009  (p< . 01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these  sophomores'  Foreign 
Language  course  grade.  Again,  using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure.  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Biack  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  ASVAB  Math  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.062  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophonore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained 
by  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  Math  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .082  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample'.-  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  Math  predictor  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  fcr  tne 
ethnic  group  members.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  pire»*  '.ion 
of  Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  duriny  this 
school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Math 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2^  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .048  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,-  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

when  testing  fcr  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hist anic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign 
Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Math 
composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these 
individuals. 


Secretary  and  Office  Education 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  Math  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
this  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  a]  so  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences*.  Again,  using  the  Math 
composite  prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Secretary  and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by  these  seniors. 


Typing,  and  Word  Processing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Math 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .013  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample’s  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 


Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Math 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .029  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
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only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing 
course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 


Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.042  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 


Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year. 


Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Math  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 


Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  In  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomore  1984- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.063  ( p < .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample’s  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 


Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  W  ^tor  and  the  hat*'  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  useu  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  g'  ^ai*"%d  b^  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

t  i 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first/  vising  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  v»*-e  invent iga*-  ~d  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  p* .  Sion  equatisis.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  gr  up  .farences  neve  1  tudied  by  not 
including  the  gender  va  ubi<cR  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
previous  sample,  the  re?  .vita  rta-.istically  significant 

intercept  differences  between  the  'male  fey  ■*.  regression 

lines.  The  R2  change  for  th*  .-lei  8  nd  ;>odel  i  jmparison  was 
approximately  .036  (p<.01J,  «.  ith  ..kia’  N  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Tj*  ing  _rade .  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typir.,  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  uales  w r  Id  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  Acnnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Math  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Seniors  1934-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gencer  group 
differences.  The  Math  composite  equations  resulted  in 

statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .033  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Math  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.01)  for 

the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  Math  composite  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .093  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  As  in  the  previous  sample,  using  the  Math  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  shoved  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .038 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  sample,  this  sample  tested 
only  for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the  Math  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .037 
(p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpreaicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Math  composite  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .047 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
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underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .074  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced;  and  Model  11  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  Whites 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Math 
composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .060 
(PS* 01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Math  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .052 
( p< . 0 1 )  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .040  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced;  and  Model  11  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor  composite,  White 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Math  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members 
and  resulted  in  an  R“  change  of  .057  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984~85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  white 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Math  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members 
and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .028  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 


When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 


prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Juniors  1935-86.  At  first,  using  thiB  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  this 
sample,  using  the  Math  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .113  (p<.01)  tor  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Math  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .043  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore.  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  and  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


g9F>put<?r  programing 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Math  composite  as  a  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .069 
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(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 
tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Again,  the  Math  composite 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Math  composite, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Computer  Programming  course 
grades  obtained  by  juniors  for  this  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  Collapsing  across  the  ethnic  groups,  the 
model  comparisons  tested  for  gender  group  differences,  using  the 
Math  predictor  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .105 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  computer  Programming  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
Math  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups. 
Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Math 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Computer 
Programming  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  for  this  year. 


Tebte  7.  St-wry  of  Equity  Finding*  For  Prodiction  of  High  School 
Court*  Grade*  by  Math  High  School  Composite 


Courst 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

English  I- 
Fre*h 

IV 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-66 

l 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

i 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

i 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Mote.  NS  ■  Not  significant;  I  *  Intercept  difference*;  S  ■  Slope 
difference*;  E  »  Equittble  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
difference*  fotrd;  NT  ■  Not  tested  due  to  small  temple  sites. 


Table  7.  (Continued) 


sex 

Ethnicity 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

Calculus 

Jr 

65-86 

General  Science 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Biology 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Chemistry  j 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Physics 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Note  ■  NS  ■  Not  significant;  ]  ■  Intercept  differences;  S  ■  Slope 
differences;  E  ■  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  >  Net  tested  due  to  smell  sample  sizes. 
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Tiblt_r.  (Conducted) 


Oovsmaent 

Fresh  84-85 
Soph  84-85 


History 

Fresh  84-85 
Fresh  85-86 
Soph  84-85 
Soph  85-86 
Jr  84-85 
Jr  85-86 
Sr  84-85 


foreign  language 
Fresh  84-85 
Fresh  85-86 
Soph  84-85 


Secretary  S  Ofc 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Typing 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85  86 

Sr 

L_ 

84-85 

Home  Economics 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Computer  Program 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Mote.  US  ■  Mot  sign) f icent;  I  «  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  ■  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  ■  Not  tested  due  to  snail  sample  sizes. 
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Freshmen  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Mechanical  high  school 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .007 
(p<.001),  with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  groups  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade 
per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  this  year's  freshmen  males  and 
females. 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  freshmen  which  were  the 
ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.032  (p<-001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  ASVAB  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  With  an  R2  change  of  .009 
(p<.ooi)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  White  freshmen 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used.  The  Hispanic  freshmen  regression  line  appeared  tc  be  at  an 
equal  distance  between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Mechanical  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .015  (p<.001),  with  Model  7 
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being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  groups  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly  different  for  this 
year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  ASVAB  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  With  an  R2  change  of  .008 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic 
freshmen  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
freshmen  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Mechanical  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .012  (p<.001),  with  Model  7 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
this  year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .022 
(p<.001),  with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Thus,  using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Mechanical  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .013  (p<.001),  with  Model  7 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
these  junior  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .011 
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(p<.001) ,  with  Model  li  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Thus,  using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
Mechanical  ccmp' site  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  slupe  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .014  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
junior  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  score  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups,  with  this  sample  including  only  White  and  Black 
individuals.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  The  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  showed  ucatistically  significant  slope 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  senior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .009  (p<.00l)  for  the 
Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the 
English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite 
was  significantly  different  for  these  senior  males  and  females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  interce;  t  differences  for 
the  Waite,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  tie  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained 
by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 


ygugral.  naih 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Mechanical  high 
school  composice  score  as  the  apt:itude  predictor  variable,  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
Rz  change  of  .021  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
General  Math  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshen  males  would  be  consistently  ovurprodicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Using  this  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Model  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen . 

Freshmen  1985-86.  For  this  sample,  the  results  also  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members. 
Models  9  or  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equa  on,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Mechanical 
composite  in  the  equations,  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  gendor 
subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .059  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system. 
Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Mechanical  composite 
vere  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade,  female 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion 
while  male  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

The  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Mechanical 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  gender  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .044 
(p<. 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  beet  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line 
using  the  Mechanical  composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Math  course  grade,  female  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  male  juniors  would  be 
consistently  cverpredicted . 
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When  the  ethnic  group  differences  were  investigated  using  this 
composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  in  1984-85  by  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Mechanical  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  gender  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .061  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the 
Mechanical  composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math 
course  grade,  female  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
on  the  criterion  while  male  juniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite 
score,  could  be  used  in  predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for 
these  individuals. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Models  9  or  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  in  1984-85  by  seniors. 


Algebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  t bowed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .074  (p<.0Gl)  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
gender  groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  changes  of  .083 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  tests.  Therefore,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Mechanical  high  school  composite  Bcore  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .023  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  In  this  cample,  using  the  Mechanical  high 
school  composite,  the  results  also  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .042  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
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Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Mechanical 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .062  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Black.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  ASVAB 
Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  gender  groups  with  an  R2  change 
of  .024  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  The  change  in  the  Algebra  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
junior  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Mechanical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  for  the  gender  group  members,  with 
an  R2  change  of  .024  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8 
comparison,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these 
seniors.  Using  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  slope 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  gender  groups 
with  an  R2  change  of  .007  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the  Algebra  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  these  senior  males  and  females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the 
1984-85  school  year. 


Geometry 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  thiG  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  in  an  Rr  change  of  .033  (p<-01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  in  the  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Mechanical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  fo  the  gender 
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groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .056  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system 
for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

As  in  the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  Mechanical  composite 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept 
differences  for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 


Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Mechanical 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .079  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Mechanical  composite  within  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
difference?  between  the  tu.iVi  atiu  Blank  T-egression  lincc.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately 
.027  (p<.01)  ,  with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample's  Geometry  grade.  Thus,  White  sophomores  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the 
Mechanical  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  With  an  R?  change  of  .019  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs 
Model  8  comparison,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors.  The  change  in  the 
Algebra  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite 
was  significantly  different  for  these  junior  males  and  females. 
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When  the  tests  were  conducted  for  ethnic  group  differences 
using  the  Mechanical  predictor  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the 
Mechanical  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .069  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using 
this  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Mechanical  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11 
and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .078  (p<.01),  with 
Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
Geometry  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  juniors  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gander  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  Mechanical  composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

general  Science 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Mechanical  high  school  composite 
with  this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Mechanical  composite  score,  and  the 
sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
General  Science  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evid.  need  for 
the  ethnicity  by  Mechanical  score  two-way  interaction  variables 
or  the  sex  by  Mechanical  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 
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Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
.ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Mechanical 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .026  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  B 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Genoral  Science  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 
Using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Mechanical  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .079  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Science  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpr^dicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

SophomoreB  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using  the 
Mechanical  composite  as  the  aptitude  aptitude  measure  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .057  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  sophomore  females 
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would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Mechanical  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .040  (p<.01),  with  Model  11 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite.  White  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using 
the  Mechanical  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the 
male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8 
and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .042  (p<.01),  with  Model 
8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  junior  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

This  Mechanical  composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors 
in  1985-86. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite  within  the 
prediction  equation  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .044  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General  Science  grade. 
Thus  senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
General  Science  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Biology  1  T-II 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Mechanical  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .061  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

This  Mechanical  composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1984- 
85. 


Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change 
of  .060  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  with  this 
sample  resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with 
an  R2  change  of  .010  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the  Biology  grade  per 
unit  change  in  tne  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  these  sophomore  males  and  females. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Mechanical  compcsite  as  the  predictor  composite,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
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differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this 
school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .101  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of 
.079  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups .  With  an  R2  change  of  .  127 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  0  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  the  ilechanical  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
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their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Mechanical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .093  and  .063  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
seniors.  Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Mechanical 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Biology  course  grade,  White  seniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 


Chemistry.  I  :  II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite  in  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .060 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  freshmen  femalee  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if 
a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  with  the  Mechanical  composite  in  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .065 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  sophomores.  Sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  indicated  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change 
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of  .073  ( p  < .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85 .  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Mechanical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  R2  changes  of  .091  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  cverpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-S6.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the jprediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  .103  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Mechanical 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  again  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differencec  were  investigated  by  r.ot  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Mechanical  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or 
White  and  Nonvhite  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
seniors  during  this  school  year. 


Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Mechanical  composite  equations  again  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  An  R2  change  of  .085  (p^.01)  for  the  Model  P  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Mechanical 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  bo 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Government  andGlyicp 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Mechanical  composite  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  groups.  Thus,  with  an  Rz  change  of  .042  (p£.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  6  would  be  the  best 
predictor  for  this  group's  Government  course  grade.  Freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government 
grades  if  tho  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 


Sophomore  19B4~85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  An  R~  change  of  .071  (ps. 01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore, 
Model  3  would  be  tho  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  tho  Mechanical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
sophomore  females  would  be  cons! atently  underpredicted  in  their 
Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overprcdicted  if  a  common 
regression  lino  wet©  used. 


At  first,  using  this  composite 
sample,  gender  differences  wore  investigated  by  not 
ethnicity  vuriabloo  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then, 
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and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Mechanical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members,  with  R2  changes  of  .047  and  .036  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  those 
sophomores.  Usino  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Mechanical 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade.  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion,  while  Hispanic  sophomores  would 
he  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Mechanical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  ethnic 
subgroup.  With  R2  changes  of  .077  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  and  .016  for  the  Model  11  vs  12  comparison, 
Models  B  and  13  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  tor  these 
juniors.  Using  thio  composite,  junior  females  would  bo 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grados  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  lino  were  used, 
while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-06 .  Thio  sample,  using  the  Mechanical  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  ntatistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .020  (pi,. 001)  for  the 
Model  7  vs  Modal  8  comparison,  Model  7  was  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the  Government  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  these  junior  males  and  females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  lor 
White  and  Black  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  gradu  for  these  juniors. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  some  of  the  previous  samples, 
using  the  Mechanical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  With  R2  change  of  .052 
(p<. 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  these  seniors.  Using  this 
composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  ethnic  group  differences  were  investigated  using  this 
composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Mechanical  composite  scoro  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades  for 
these  seniors. 


H4J&2EX 

Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.077  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  fsmales 
would  be  consistently  underprodicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  luce* cept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during 
this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Mechanical  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .042  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
M'dol  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overprodicted  if  a  common  regression  line  ware  used. 
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The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1.984-85.  Using  the  Mechanical  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .061  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overprcdicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  also  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .008 
(p< . 001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  White  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Mechanical  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .007  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison,  Model  7  was  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the  History  evade  per 
unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  these  sophomore  males  and  females. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  also  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of 
.022  (p< .  001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable. 
White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1934-85.  Like  the  previous  sample,  using  the 
Mechanical  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
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in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .009  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  /  ve  Model  8 
comparison,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  History  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  these  junior  males  and  females. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Black  ethnic  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .017  (p<.00l)  for 
the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced.  Therefore, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable.  White  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Juniors  1985—86 .  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  Including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Mechanical  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .014  (p^.01)  for  the  Model  7  ve  Model 
8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Again,  the  change  in  the  History  grade 
per  unit  change  in  the  Mechanical  high  school  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  freshmen  males  and  females. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  toy  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the  Mechanical 
composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
An  R2  change  of  .061  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  also  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .036  (p<>01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade, 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted. 


Foreign.  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85.  After  collapsing  across  ethnic  groups  and 
then  collapsing  across  gender  groups,  the  use  of  the  ASVAB 
Mechanical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups.  The  results  showed 
an  R2  change  of  .090  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  groups.  Therefore,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score,  could  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grades. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Mechanical  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .011  (p<.01),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  Mechanical  high  school  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  freshmen  males  and  females. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Mechanical  composite  within  the  equations, 
the  resultH  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  tho  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  Model  12,  which  contai.  ed  only  the  unit  vector 
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and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation , 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again, 
the  Mechanical  prediction  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .013  (p<.01),  with  Model  7  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  The  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit  change 
in  the  Mechanical  high  school  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  sophomore  males  and  females. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  of  this  Mechanical  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.086  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
ccuia  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  Mechanical  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 


132 


Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .124  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior 
jfemales  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  Mechanical  predictor  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this 
school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Mechanical 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .094  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign 
Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  the 
Mechanical  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .044  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 
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The  Mechanical  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


SfiSEfiEfiEX-an&.Qf  f  isa.  Education 

Juniors  .1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  Mechanical 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit 
vector  and  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  this  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  tor  Vvhiue  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Mechanical 
composite  prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Secretary  and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  seniors. 


Typing-  and  word  Processing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Mechanical  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .040  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus, 
using  this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredictod  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  i.he  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus.  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 
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Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Mechanical 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .054  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing 
course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.077  (p<.01) ,  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  u^ed  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year . 

Souhomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Mechanical  prediction 
equations  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
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the  Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .026 
(p<.01) ,  with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample's  Typing  grade.  The  change  in  the  Typing  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  Mechanical  high  school  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Again, 
Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomore  1984- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.118  (p< • 01) ,  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Typing  grades  if  tne  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
previous  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .071  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
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contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Mechanical  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 


Seniors  1984-85,  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Mechanical  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  wa3  approximately  .052  (p<.0l),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .095  (p<.oi)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Mechanical  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .144 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  ~ tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  As  in  the  previous  sample,  using  the  Mechanical 
composite  prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .069 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  samples,  this  sample  tested 
for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .058 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Home  Economics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  Wh_te 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  change  of 
.086  ( P < .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .031 
(p<.0l)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite, 
freshmen  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Mechanical  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  xn  an  R2  change  of  .116 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
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common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 

Sophomore  1984~85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nor.white  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change 
of  .102  (p<*01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  asvab  Mechanical  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .047 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  U3ed  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor 
composite,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredic.ted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1965-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhits  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Mechanical  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .097  (ps-01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted 
if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Mechanical  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .069  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  cr  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  this 
sample,  using  the  Mechanical  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .163  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore.  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
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and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Mechanical  composite  equations 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .090  (p<.01)  was 
obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Modal  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prsdictlon  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Hose  Economics  grades  i f  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredictcd  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composita,  and  tha  results  uhowed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  ueed  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 


Sophomores  19B5-B6.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
difference*.  Using  the  Mechanical  composite  as  a  predictor 
variable,  the  resuxts  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  ft2  change  of  .132 
(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  undorpredicted  ir.  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  ueed,  while  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regronsion  line 
were  used. 


Juniors  1984-85 .  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 
tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Mechanical 
composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .104  (p<.0l)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model  ft  would  fca  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  undorpredicted  in  their 
Computer  Programming  grades  if  the  common  regression  lino  were 
u-aed,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 


Juniors  1985-86.  Collapsing  across  the  ethnic  groups,  the 
model  comparisons  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Usin  the 
ASVAB  Mechanical  predictor  composite,  the  results  showed 
stati stical J y  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .167  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  0  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  junior  females  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Conputer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
i?e  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
Mechanical  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slops  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Modal  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Mechanical  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by 
seniors  for  this  year. 


Tnbl*  8.  luwttry  of  Equity  finding!  for  Prediction  of  High  School 

Court!  Grade*  by  Mechanical  ft  Craft*  High  School  Ccwpotlt* 


Hot*.  H8  ■  Hot  elgnl f leant;  I  •  Intercept  -*l ff*r#nc«»;  S  •  Hope 
difference*;  E  ■  Equlteb'.e  ten,  no  tignlflcent  elope  oi  Intercept 
difference*  found;  HT  «  Hot  tatted  dun  to  tattll  istple  altea. 


Toble  8.  (Continued) 


Court# 

Central  tcltnce 

fr  eth 

84-85 

Freeh 

85-88 

•«(* 

84-85 

85-86 

Jr 

85-86 

Ir 

84-85 

Biology 

Froth 

84-85 

Froth 

85-86 

logft 

84-85 

top* 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

(r 

84-85 

Chealatry 

Froth 

85-86 

Bop* 

84-85 

top* 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Phyolct 

tr 

84-85 

Covt  meant 

Freth 

84-85 

top* 

04-85 

to p* 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-8 6 

tr 

84-85 

Mlttory 

fresh 

84-85 

froth 

85-86 

top* 

84-85 

top* 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Ur 

84-85 

Foreign  Language  1 

fr**h 

84-85 

Froth 

85-86 

top* 

84-85 

*Cf*l 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-36 

tr 

84-85 

S«“r«t«ry  l  Ofc  j 

Jr 

85-86 

8. 

84-85 

Mott.  Ml  •  Mot  tfgnlfleent;  •  ■  Intercept  difference#;  *  •  slope 
difftrtncet;  E  ■  Equitable  tt$t,  no  tlgnlfleent  tlope  or  tnttrctpt 
difference#  found;  Mt  ■  Not  teated  due  to  mil  aaep'.t  tlzet. 


T«bU  8.  (Concluded) 


Cour** 

•** 

Ethnicity 

S*x*Ethnie(  ty 

Typing 

Fr**h 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Fr**h 

85-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

NS 

t«pti 

85-86 

S 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

tr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Accounting 

Soph 

65-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

64-85 

! 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

ioaw  Economic* 

1  Fr**h  64-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Froch 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

1 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

8S-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Computer  Progrm 
Soph  85-86 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Wot*.  Nt  -  Not  significant;  I  *  Intercept  dlff*r*nc*«;  S  ■  Slop* 
difference*;  E  -  Equitable  t**t,  no  elgnlflcant  *lcpc  or  lnt*rc*pt 
dif  far  anew  found;  WT  ■  Not  t**t*d  duo  to  mil  *mpl*  tim. 


Business _nnd  Clerical  High  School  Composite 

English  I  xv 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Business  high  school  composite 
with  this  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  However, 
the  Model  2  vs  Model  5  comparison  showed  that  these  two  models 
were  not  significantly  different.  Model  5  included  the  unit 
vector,  the  Business  score  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables.  With  Model  5  as  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample's  English  grude,  no  differential 
validity  for  the  gender  by  Busniess  score  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables  was  evidenced. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  ecnaations  for 
the  twe  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R^  change  of 
.064  (F< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Business  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 


females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  In  their  English 
grades  if  the  comon  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  ASVAB  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines,  with  an  R2  change  of  .016 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  10  vs  Model  11  comparison,  Model  10  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Thus,  the 
change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Business  high 
school  composite  was  significantly  different  for  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Business  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .004  (p<.00l),  with  Model  7 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  groups  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Business  composite  was  significantly  different  for  this 
year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  ASVAB  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Business  composite, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained 
by  sophomores  for  this  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Whon  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Business  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .027  (p<.001),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English 
grade.  Using  the  Business  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
English  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  mules  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Business  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomoreB,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .013 
(p<.001),  with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Thus,  using  the  Business  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently 


underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Business  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .006  (p<.001),  with  Model  7 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Business  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
these  junior  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Business  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were 
the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Again, 
Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Business 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course 
grades  obtained  by  juniors  for  this  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
Business  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .008  (p<.Q01),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Bueiness  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
junior  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Business  composite  score  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups,  with  this  sample  including  only  White  and  Black 
individuals.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  The  ASVAB  Business  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  shoved  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  senior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .014  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  senior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  uoed,  while  senior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 


Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
t&e  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained 
by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 


Sgngral.ttath 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Business  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  or  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  groups.  Models  9  or  12, 
containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Math  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  For  this  sample,  the  results  also  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members. 
Again,  Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Math  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Business  composite 
in  the  equations,  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  gender  subgroups  or  the  White  and 
Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  containing  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  samples,  using  the 
Business  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  between  the  gender  or  White  and  Black  subgroups. 
Again,  Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Math  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  th*.s 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Business  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  between  the  gender  or  ethnic  subgroups.  Thus,  Model 


9  or  12,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite 
score,  could  be  used  in  predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for 
these  individuals. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by 
seniors . 

The  ASVAB  Business  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  senior  ethnic  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .042  (p<-01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Using  this  composite  White  seniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Math  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  seniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Algebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Business  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .015  (p<.00l)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Business  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as  White 
and  Nonwhit.e.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vecto’*  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  Business  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  gender  and 
ethnic  groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  changes  of  .015 
and  .014  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  Model  11  vs 
Model  12  tests.  Therefore,  Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 


Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used.  Conversely,  White  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  course  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Nonwhite  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Sophomores  1984-85 .  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Business  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or  ethnic  group  members, 
which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as  White  and  Nonwhite.  Again, 
Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course 
grade  for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Business  high 
school  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  subgroups  or  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Business 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or  ethnic  group  members, 
which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as  White  and  Black.  Again, 
Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course 
grade  for  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  ASVAB 
Business  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gen'er  or  ethnic  groups.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using 
the  Business  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  or  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined 
as  Whits  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the 
1984-85  school  year. 


UO 


Geometry 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  subgroups  or  the  three  ethnic  groups. 
Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business 
high  school  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Business  composite  in  the  equations  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  three  ethnic  groups.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  with  the  Business 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Using  this  composite,  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by 
sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Business  composite  within  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .035 
(p<.01),  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Geometry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Business  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Black  sophomores. 


Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the 
Business  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  no 


statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
•the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  with  the 
Business  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
the  1985-86  school  year. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  the  Business  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .063  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  10  vs 
Model  11  comparison.  Model  10  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors.  The  change 
in  the  Geometry  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Business 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  White  and 
Nonwhite  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  Business  composite  equatiows  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Calculus 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  was  the  only  Calculus  sample  which 
possessed  more  than  50  cases,  and  only  gender  group  differences 
were  tested.  The  Business  composite,  as  the  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Calculus  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


general  ggjensg 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Business  high  school  composite 
with  this  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  However, 
the  Model  2  vs  Model  5  comparsion  showed  that  these  two  models 
were  not  significantly  different.  Model  5  included  the  unit 
vector,  the  i.  si.'ess  score  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 


predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables.  With  Model  5  as  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample's  General  Science  grade,  no  differential 
validiy  for  the  gender  by  Busniess  score  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables  was  evidenced. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  white 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Business 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Business  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  the  Business  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .036  (p<.01)  for  th Model  10  vs 
Model  11  comparison,  Model  10  would  be  the  nest  prediction 
equation  for  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 
The  change  in  the  General  Science  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Business  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
White  and  Black  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Business  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  ethnic 
group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  White  and  Nonwhite. 
Again,  Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Science  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Business 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Business  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  in  1985- 
86. 


When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  '.ueiness  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  1.1  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .055  (p<.01),  with  Model  11 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  sophomores 


would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grados  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Business 
composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  Again,  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained 
by  juniors  in  this  school  year. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Business  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .082  (p<.01) ,  with  Model  11 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using 
the  Business  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  no 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the 
male  and  female  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  9  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by 
juniors  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 

This  Business  composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  ethnic  group 
members.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and  Model  11 
comparison  was  approximately  .025  ( p< .01),  with  Model  10  beinc. 
the  best  prediction  equation.  The  change  in  the  General  Science 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Business  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Nonwhite  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85,  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
dif t!er<:nces.  Using  the  Business  composite  within  the  prediction 
equation  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  Thus,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
5cier.ce  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the  1984-85  school 
year . 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  diffe-ences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Business  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  between 
the  gender  or  ethnic  regression  lines.  Again,  Model  9  or  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained 
by  freshmen  in  1984-85. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change 
of  .009  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Business  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Business  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  ethnic 
group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic.  Again,  Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .026  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 
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using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  gender  and  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic 
groups.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Business  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  change  of  .029  (p<.oi)  for  the 
Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison,  Model  7  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
The  change  in  the  Biology  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB 
Business  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  male  and 
female  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  white 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Business 
composite  in  the  equations,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups. 
Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

The  use  of  this  Business  composite  in  the  equations  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  two 
ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .061  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons.  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equations  for  these  seniors.  Using  this  composite, 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
Black  seniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 


Chemistry  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Business  composite  in  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
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contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Chemistry  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  with  the  Business  composite  in  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Chemistry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Business  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  indicated  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .019  ( p_1 .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Business  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  R2  change  of  .022  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  juniors.  With  an  R2  change  of  .027  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  10  vs  Model  11  comparison,  Model  10  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
The  change  in  the  Chemistry  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB 
Business  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  Waite 
and  Nonwhite  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
composite  resulted  in  i.o  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups  or  the  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  which  contained 
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only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Business  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
seniors  during  this  school  year. 


Physics  I  -  IX 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Physics  course  grades  for  these 
juniors . 

Seniors  1984-G5.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Business  composite  equations  again  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  Model  9,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business 
high  school  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Physics  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Government  and  Civics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Business  composite  equations  again  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  Model  9,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business 
high  school  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  The  Business  composite  equations  again 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9,  containing  the  unit  vector  and 
the  Business  high  school  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Government  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  b*  nut  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  tne  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Business 
composite  equations  again  resulted  in  no  statistically 
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significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model 
9,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  t^e  business  high  school 
composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government 
course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

The  use  of  this  Business  composite  in  the  equations  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  two 
ethnic  group  members.  With  R2  change  of  .019  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equations  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite, 
White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  previous 
samples,  the  Business  composite  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  Model  9,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business 
nigh  school  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

The  use  of  this  Business  composite  in  the  equations  again 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .oil  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  12  comparison.  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equations  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  White  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Nonwhite  juniors 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  gender  groups  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic 
groups.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  some  of  the  previous  samples, 
using  the  Business  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grades  for  these  seniors. 
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History 

Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Business  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .008 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .012 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  10  vs  Model  11  comparison,  Model  10  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  of  History  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen.  The  change  in  the  History  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Business  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Business  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade 
for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Business  high  school  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  ot  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members. 
Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and 
the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Business  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.015  ( p < .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 
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The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .017 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  10  vs  Model  11  comparison,  Model  10  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  of  History  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores.  The  change  in  the  History  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Business  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
these  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the 
equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  gender  and  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  R2  changes  of  .007  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
and  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons  were  evidenced.  Therefore, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used.  Conversely,  White  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Business  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .013  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model 
8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the  History  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  Business  high  school  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  junior  males  and  females. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the  Business 
composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  only  the 
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unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  ir.  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade 
for  these  seniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .026  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Business  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade. 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85.  After  collapsing  across  ethnic  groups  and 
then  collapsing  across  gender  groups,  the  use  of  the  ASVAB 
Business  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups.  The  results  showed 
an  R2  change  of  .024  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for^the  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .010 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  10  vs  Model  11  comparison,  Model  10  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  of  Foreign  Language  course  grade 
for  these  freshmen.  The  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Business  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  these  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Business  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .024  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Business  composite  within  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Math  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  again  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .047  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  of  this  Business  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations,  the  results  also  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  Again,  the  Business  prediction  equations 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  The  R2  change 
for  the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .010 
(p<.01) ,  with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade.  White  and  Hispanic 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
Black  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-B6.  Using  the  ASVAB  Business  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  chan je  of 
.032  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  Business  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .057  (p<.0l),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  Business  predictor  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this 
school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Business 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this 
school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  the 
Business  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  or  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these 
individuals. 
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Secretary  and  Office  Education 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  Business  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Business  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  this  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Business 
composite  prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Business  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Secretary  and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by  these  seniors. 


Typing  and  Word  Processing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Business  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during 
this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  the 
Business  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or 
White  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
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results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.011  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  vised  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Business  prediction 
equations  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model 
9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores. 


Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomore  1984- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.032  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 


Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  predic  on  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  schoi  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  Ly  not  including 
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ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
previous  samples,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Business  composite  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  between 
the  gender  regression  lines.  Model  9,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Business  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grades 
obtained  by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Business  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .019  (p<.oi)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  Business  composite  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .035  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Business  composite  prediction  equations, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
junior  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Accounting  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this 
school  year. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  samples,  this  sample  tested 
for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the  Business  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .023 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Home  Economics 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Business  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.022  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Business  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .062 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite, 
freshmen  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Business  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .040 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Hone  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Business  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  echnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 

Soohomore  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Business  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .035 

(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

when  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Business  composite,  the  results  showed 

statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .031 

(p<.0l)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
-ourse  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor 

mposite,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
.c.i  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Business  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members 
and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .030  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
com  on  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Business  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  g::oup  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Business  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  gender  or  ethnic  groups.  Model  9 
or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  this 
sample,  using  the  Business  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  cnange  of  .077  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Business  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Business  composite  equations  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .030  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Business  composite,  and  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Mode..  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 


Computer  Programming 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Business  composite  as  a  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .034 
(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used . 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 
tested  for  gender  group  differences.  However,  using  the  Business 
composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Business  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Computer  Programming  grades  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1985-86.  Collapsing  across  the  ethnic  groups,  the 
model  comparisons  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the 
Business  high  school  predictor  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .049  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  C  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
Business  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Business  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  for 
this  year. 
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Table  9.  Summary  of  Equity  Findings  for  Prediction  of  High  School 

Course  Grades  by  Business  &  Clerical  High  School  Composite 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

English  I- 
Fresh 

IV 

84-85 

NS 

S 

I 

Fresh 

85-86 

l 

S 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

S 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

l 

I 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

s 

E 

US 

Jr 

85-86 

s 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

General  Math 

Fresh  84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

I 

NS 

Algebra 

Fresh 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

l 

1 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Geometry 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

S 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

S 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Calculus 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

General  Science 
Fresh  84-85 

NS 

S 

1 

Fresh 

85-86 

r 

s 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

J 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

1 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

S 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Biology 

Fresh 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

s 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

_ 

1 

NS 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  I  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  «  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 
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Table  9.  (Continued) 


Note.  NS  *  Not  significant;  1  =  Intercept  differences;  S  *  Slope 
differences;  E  *  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sites. 
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Table  9.  (Concluded) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

t 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Home  Economics 
Fresh  84-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Computer  Program 
Soph  85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  I  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  =  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  *  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 


Electronics  and  Electrical  Hiah  School  Composite 
English  I  -  IV 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Electronics  high  school  composite 
with  this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Electronics  composite  score,  and 
the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables, 
with  ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic.  With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample's  English  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced 
for  the  ethnicity  by  Electronics  score  two-way  interaction 
variables  or  the  sex  by  Electronics  score  two-way  interaction 
variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.049  (p<.00l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor  variable 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
English  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  this  ASVAB  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  high  school 
composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  predict  ic»>  of  English 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  ye;? 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparis;'  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Elect* onics  composite 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .012  (p<.001), 
with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 
English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  this  year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  this  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  which  were  the  ethnic  groups 
defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  English  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  for  gender  group 
differences  using  the  Electronics  high  school  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines,  with  Model  7  as  the  prediction  equation 
to  be  used  for  this  sample.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .009  (p<.001).  Thus,  the 
change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB 
Electronics  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
sophomore  males  and  females. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  Rz 
change  of  .009  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Electronics  composite  were  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade,  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  vere  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Electronics  high  school 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .011 
(p<.001) ,  with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  group's  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  junior  males  and  females. 
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Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  juniors. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these 
individuals. 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
Electronics  high  school  composite  in  the  equations  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .009  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change 
in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Electronics 
composite  was  also  significantly  different  for  these  junior  males 
and  females. 

Again,  using  this  composite  score  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  groups, 
with  this  sample  including  only  White  and  Black  individuals. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Electronics  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  senior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .050  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Model  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


General  Math 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Electronics  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
R2  change  of  .013  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
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sample.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  General  Math  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
jised,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if 
a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Model  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  For  this  sample,  the  results  also  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members. 
Models  9  or  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen. 

gophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Electronics 
composite  in  the  equations,  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  gender 
subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .045  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system. 
Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Electronics  composite 
were  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade,  female 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion 
while  male  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

The  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Electronics  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  juniors. 
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Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Electronics 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  gender  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .041 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line 
using  the  Electronics  composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Math  course  grade,  female  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  male  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 

Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite 
score,  could  be  used  in  predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for 
these  individuals. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained 
in  1984-85  by  seniors. 


Algebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  as 
the  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  with  an  R2  change  of  .041  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredic'-ed  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 
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Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  Electronics  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
gender  groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  changes  of  .059 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  tests.  Therefore,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Electronics  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .036  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Electronics 
high  school  composite,  the  results  also  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .027  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
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contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the. 
Electronics  high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Black.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Electronics  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  1?  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these 
juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Electronics  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .055  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these 
seniors.  Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Alqebra  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  3 ine  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  ethnic  group 
members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as  White  and  Nonwhite. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .022  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  10  vs  Model  11 
comparison,  Model  10  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
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this  sample.  The  change  in  the  Algebra  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
these  White  and  Nonwhite  seniors. 


Geometry 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black,  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .019  (p<,01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpred.icted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Electronics  composite  in  the  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black,  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  eq  ations.  Using 
the  Electronics  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .030  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
system  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

As  in  the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  Electronics  composite 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept 
differences  for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  f  rst,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Electronics 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .040  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
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vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores-  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Electronics  composite  within  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  slope 
differences  between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately 
.017  (p<.01) ,  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample's  Geometry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the 
Geometry  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite 
was  significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Black  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the 
Electronics  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .045  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

As  in  the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  Electronics  composite 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept 
differences  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  some  of 
the  other  Geometry  samples,  using  the  Electronics  composite  in 
the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .052  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  Geometry  course 
grade  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Electronics  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  White  and 
Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and 
Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .040  (p<.01),  with  Model  10 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Geometry 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
these  White  and  Nonwhite  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  Electronics  composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Calculus 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  was  the  only  Calculus  sample  which 
possessed  more  than  50  cases,  and  only  gender  group  differences 
were  tested.  The  Electronics  composite,  as  the  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Calculus  course  grade  for 
these  individuals. 


General  Science 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Electronics  high  school  composite 
with  this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Electronics  composite  score,  and 
the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables, 
with  ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic.  With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample's  General  Science  grade,  no  differential  validity  was 
evidenced  for  the  ethnicity  by  Electronics  score  two-way 
interaction  variables  or  the  sex  by  Electronics  score  two-way 
interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Electronics 
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composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12,  which 
Contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .032 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Science  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups 
defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .041 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite 
score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course 
grades  obtained  by  sophomores  in  1985-86. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Electronics 
composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  between 
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the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  Again,  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained 
by  juniors  in  this  school  year. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Electronics  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .063  (p<.01),  with  Model  11 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Electronics  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  inter  t  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .026  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General  Science  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

This  Electronics  composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors 
in  1985-86. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  equation  resulted 
in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit 
vector  and  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Pipjoqy  I  ~  II 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Electronics  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  rt>.  i)ted  in 
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statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .029  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

This  Electronics  composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1984- 
85. 


Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change 
of  .044  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Electronics  high  school 
composite  with  this  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  and  the 
Model  2  vs  Model  5  comparisons.  However,  the  Model  2  vs  Model  6 
comparsion  showed  that  these  two  models  were  not  significantly 
different.  Model  6  included  the  unit  vector,  the  Electronics 
score  by  sex  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  and  the  sex 
by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables.  With  Model 
6  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology 
grade,  no  differential  validity  v/as  evidenced  for  the  ethnicity 
by  Electronics  score  two-way  interaction  variables,  with 
ethnicity  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  group 
membership. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
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between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .078  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
"in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of 
.056  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .058 
( P < -01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  unu  -predicted  in 
their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  ere  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpred *  if  a 
common  regi*ession  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Electronics  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  members.  With 
an  R2  change  of  .047  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
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comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for 
these  seniors.  Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
“consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor  composite,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  groups, 
with  an  R2  change  of  .040  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  white  seniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Chemistry  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  in  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  with  the  Electronics  composite  in  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .039 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  sophomores.  Sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  indicated  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .064  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
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and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Electronics  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .070  and  .016  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons , 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Electronics 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Chemistry  course  grade,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  .094  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Electronics 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  again  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Electronics  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
seniors  during  this  school  year. 
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Physics  I  -  II 


Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  .048  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Electronics  composite  equations  again  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  An  R2  change  of  .  07.'i  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  K-del  9 
comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Electronics 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Government  and  Civics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Electronics  composite  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  groups.  Thus,  with  an  R2  change  of  .017  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
predictor  for  this  group's  Government  course  grade.  Freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .047  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
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Electronics  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .043  and  .024  (p<.01)  for  the 
„^Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Electronics 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Hispanic  sophomoreB  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  However,  the 
use  of  this  Electronics  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  only  the 
gender  subgroup.  With  R2  change  of  .042  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Electronics  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.001)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  was  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
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the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 


Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  some  of  the  previous  samples, 
using  the  Electronics  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  With  R2  change  of  .028 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  these  seniors.  Using  this 
composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  ethnic  group  differences  were  investigated  using  this 
composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades  for 
these  seniors. 


History 

Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.046  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during 
this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Electronics  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R 2  change  of  .020  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
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underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Electronics  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .  033  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  wei*  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by 
sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .032 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  Electronics  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  1985-86  freshmen  sample,  this 
sample,  using  the  Electronics  high  school  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in  statistically 
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significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .053 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by 
juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composice  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Elec-ronics 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .013  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model 
8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the  History  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  Electronics  high  school  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  freshmen  males  and  females. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Electronics  composite  in  the  prediction  aquations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R'  change  of  .026  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  also  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .023  ( p < .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade. 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpr ed icted . 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  .sing  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  ASVAB  Electro.. ics  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups. 
The  results  showed  an  R2  change  of  .077  (p<.oi)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .020  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  White  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Electronics  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .067  (p<.01), 
with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample’s 
Foreign  Language  grade.  Thus,  freshmen  females  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Electronics  composite  within  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  slope 
differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison 
was  approximately  .010  (p<.01),  with  Model  10  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
these  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black,  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Electronics  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  again 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .104  (p<.01), 
with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
Foreign  Language  grade.  Thus,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  of  this  Electronics  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations,  the  results  also  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  Again,  the  Electronics  prediction  equations 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  The  R2  change 
for  the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .011 
( p< . 0 1 ) ,  with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade.  White  and  Hispanic 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
Black  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.079  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 


195 


Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  Electronics  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .108  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  Electronics  predictor  composite  also  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic 
group  members.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison  was  .023  (p<.01);  therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  these  juniors'  Foreign  Language 
course  grade.  Using  this  composite  White  and  Hispanic  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Electronics 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  6  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .071  (p<.0l),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign 
Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  the 
Electronics  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .031  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used.  i 

The  Electronics  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


Secretary  and  Office  Education 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  Electronics 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit 
vector  and  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  this  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Electronics 
composite  prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Secretary  and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  seniors. 
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Typing  _and  .word -Process  lag 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Electronics  prediction  equations  resulted  in  sf itistically 
significant  intercept  differences  betp  een  the  mule  a :M  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .027  with  Moc^  1  8  Joeing  the 

best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typin'.  grade.  Thus, 
using  this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  vould  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typ*1  grade*,  '  f  fa  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  fr<  i  An  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  commo  re',  ssion  line  we\e  \  ed. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  fAe  w?'*  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  ro&ulted  in  nc  .istierf 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differ  nr.?.'  rnr  th  ’Shite, 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  g^oup  members.  /hu%  ,  Mc.;el  12  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vecto.  anf  the  E.’ectxoni  _*  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  rsed  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshen  uring  this  school 
year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  t’  -Is  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Electronics 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .040  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 

prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  F.lectronics  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing 
course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
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by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
“change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.065  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during 
this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Electronics 
prediction  equations  showed  statistically  significant  slop<| 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately 
.014  ( p < .01),  with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  The  change  in  the  Typing  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  Electronics  high  school  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Again, 
Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomore  1984- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male,  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.090  ( p < .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
previous  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  FT  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .055  (p<.01)  ,  with  Model  8  being  the  best 

prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Electronics  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Electronics  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .048  (p<.0l) ,  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .067  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
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composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  Electronics  composite  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .137  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  As  in  the  previous  sample,  using  the  Electronics 
composite  prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .058 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  samples,  this  sample  tested 
for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the  Electronics  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .  067 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Home  Economics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  >t  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.062  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
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Using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .066 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite, 
freshmen  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Electronics  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .079 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  'Rrmomics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change 
of  .071  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .035 
(P<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor 
composite,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Electronics  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .084  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted 
if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Electronics  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .046  (p<.oi)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 


203 


prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  this 
sample,  using  the  Electronics  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .144  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Electronics  composite  equations 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .059  (p<.01)  was 
obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Electronics  compositv,  and  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 


Computer  Programming 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Electronics  composite  as  a  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
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differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .104 
(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  thei*  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  'sed,  while  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  i.'  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 
tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Again,  using  the 
Electronics  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore.  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Computer  Programming  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Usin  the  ASVAB  Electronics  predictor 
composite,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .133  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer 
Programming  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
Electronics  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Electronics  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by 
seniors  for  this  year. 
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Table  10.  Summary  of  Fquity  Findings  for  Prediction  of  High  School 
Course  Grades  by  Electronics  High  School  Conposlte 


English  1-tV 

Fresh  84-85 
Fresh  85-86 
Soph  84-85 


General  Hath 

Fresh  84-85 
Fresh  85-86 
Soph  84-85 


Algebra 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

35-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-Bb 

Geometry 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Calculus 

Jr 

85-86 

General  Sc 

ence 

Fresh 

84-05 

Fresh 

85-86 

Sooh 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Biology 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  I  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  *  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 
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Ol  CX 


Table  10.  (Continued) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

Chemistry 

fresh 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

l 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

l 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

1 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Physics 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Government 

Fresh 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

History 

fresh 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

S 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

l 

1 

NS 

Foreign  Language 
Fresh  84-85 

I 

l 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

l 

S 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

l 

1 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

I 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Sec.  utary  &  Ofc 

Jr  85-86 

NT 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

NT 

E 

NS 

Typing 

Fresh 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-66 

S 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

l 

NT 

Nr 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  l  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
ifferences;  E  -  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
ifferencts  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 
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Table  10.  (Concl  jded) 


Course 

SfeX 

Ethnicity 

“ex*Ethnicity 

Home  Economics 
Fresh  84-85 

1 

1 

NS 

fresh 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Computer  Program 
Soph  85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85  86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Note.  NS  =  Not  signif icant;  1  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  *  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  snail  sample  sizes. 


Health.  Social  and  Technical  High  School  Composite 


English  X  -  IV 

Freshmen  1934-85.  Using  the  Health  high  school  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Health  composite  score,  and  the  sex 
by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
English  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for  the 
ethnicity  by  Health  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or  the 
sex  by  Health  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.048  ( p < .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  this  ASVAB  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12, 
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which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  high  school 
composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Health  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .010  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group’s  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Health  composite  was  significantly  different  for  this 
year’s  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  this  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  which  were  the  ethnic  groups 
defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
English  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  for  gender  group 
differences  using  the  Health  high  school  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines,  with  Model  7  as  the  prediction  equation 
to  be  used  for  this  sample.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .010  (p<.001).  Thus,  the 
change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Health 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  sophomore  males 
and  females. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .009  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Health  composite  were  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade,  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Health  high  school  composite 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .009  (p<.001), 
with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 
English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  Health  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  these  junior  males  and  females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  juniors. 
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Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  used 
in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  individual- 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
Health  high  school  composite  in  the  equations  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .009  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change 
in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Health 
composite  was  also  significantly  different  for  these  junior  males 
and  females. 

Again,  using  this  composite  score  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  groups, 
with  this  sample  including  only  White  and  Black  individuals. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Health  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  senior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .043  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable 
senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
English  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Model  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


General  Math 


Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Health  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
Rz  change  of  .012  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underyredicted  in  their 
General  Math  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Using  this  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Model  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  For  this  sample,  the  results  showed  no 
.statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members. 
Models  9  or  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  white.  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Health  composite 
in  the  equations,  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  gender  subgroups.  With 
an  R2  change  of  .042  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Health  composite  were  used 
in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade,  female  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  male 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

The  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Health  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Health 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  in  1934-85  by  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Health  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed 
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statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  gender  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .040  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the 
Health  composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math 
course  grade,  female  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
on  the  criterion  while  male  juniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 

Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score,  could 
be  used  in  predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
individuals. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained 
in  1984-85  by  seniors. 


Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Health  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .057  (p<.001)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Health  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as  White 
and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for 
freshman  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  Health  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  gender 
groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  changes  of  .058 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  tests.  Therefore,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 


this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression 
.line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  s-hool  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Health 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .036  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Health  high 
school  composite,  the  results  also  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .026  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Health 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 


differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .047  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Black.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for 
juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Health  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these 
juniors . 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Health  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .050  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these 
seniors.  Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the 
1984-85  school  year. 


Geometry 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
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White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .019  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Health  composite  in  the  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Health  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .024  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

As  in  the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  Health  composite  resulted 
in  no  statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences 
for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Health  composite 
as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .045  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Health  composite  within  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
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the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .015 
(p<.0l),  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Geometry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Health  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Black  sophomores. 


Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Health 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .041  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  ccurse  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overprec  ..cted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


As  in  the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  Health  composite  resulted 
in  no  statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences 
for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Health 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
the  1985-86  school  year. 


When  the  moael  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  the  Health  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .04  3  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  10  vs 
Model  11  comparison,  Model  10  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors.  The  change 
in  the  Geometry  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Health 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  White  and 
Nonwhite  juniors. 


Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  Health  composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
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significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Calculus 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  was  the  only  Calculus  sample  which 
possessed  more  than  50  cases,  and  only  gender  group  differences 
were  tested.  The  Health  composite,  as  the  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Calculus  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


General  Science 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Health  high  school  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Health  composite  score,  and  the  sex 
by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
General  Science  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for 
the  ethnicity  by  Health  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or 
the  sex  by  Health  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Health 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Health 
high  school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  change  of  .051  (p<.00l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Science  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
^White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  These  tesws  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .035 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades 
obtained  by  sophomores  in  1985-86. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Health 
composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  Again,  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained 
by  juniors  in  this  school  year. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Health  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .053  (p<.01),  with  Model  11 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Health  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .027  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General  Science  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 


.iis  Health  composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
stacistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors 
in  1985-86. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Health  composite  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Math  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Science  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Biology  1.  -  1 1 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Health  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .030  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

This  Health  composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1984- 
85. 
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Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  che  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change 
of  .043  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  with  this 
sample  also  resulted  in  statistically  rignificant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen 
gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .018  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Health  composite 
os  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  composite,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .017  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs 
Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Health  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  White  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .069  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
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in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of 
.048  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .068 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  toy  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this  Health 
composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  members.  With  an  R^  change 
of  .050  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these  seniors.  Using 
this  composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
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underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  or  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  composite,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  groups, 
with  an  R2  change  of  .039  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  ll  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Health  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  White  seniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Chemistry  I  -  II 


Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Health  composite  in  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .046  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 
Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  with  the  Health  composite  in  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .040 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  sophomores.  Sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  indicated  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .059  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Health  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .072  and  .016  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Health 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Chemistry  course  grade,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  .081  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Health  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  again  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Health  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors 
during  this  school  year. 
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Physics  I  -  II 


Juniors  1935-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  .051  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Health  composite  equations  again  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  An  R2  change  of  .071  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Health  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Government  and  Civics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Health  composite  prediction  equations  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  Thus,  with  an  R2  change  of  .020  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  predictor  for 
this  group's  Government  course  grade.  Freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .045  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
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including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Health  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .040  and  .022  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  j  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Health 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Hispanic  sophomores  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  However,  the 
use  of  this  Health  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  only  the 
gender  subgroup.  With  R2  change  of  .039  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Health  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.001)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  was  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 


the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 


Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  some  of  the  previous  samples, 
using  the  Health  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  With  R2  change  of  .024 
(p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  these  seniors.  Using  this 
composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  ethnic  group  differences  were  investigated  using  this 
composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades  for  these 
seniors. 


History 

Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Health  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .050 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  i  .gression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Health  high  school 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
Rz  change  of  .021  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History 
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grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year . 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Health  high  school  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
R2  change  of  .034  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
History  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during 
this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .032 
(p<.00l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  Health  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  also  resulted 
between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an 
R2  change  of  .009  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Health  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course 
grade,  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Black  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 
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Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  1985-86  freshmen  sample,  this 
sample,  using  the  Health  high  school  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .054 
(p<.OOl)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 

8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Health  high 
school  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .055  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model 

9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
this  school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the  Health 
composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
An  F2  change  of  .019  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 


228 


predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  also  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .025  ( p  < .  0 1 )  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Health  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade, 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  ASVAB  Health  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups.  The 
results  showed  an  R2  change  of  .073  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .016  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable.  White  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  commor  regression  line  were 
used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Health  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  showed 
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statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .059  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Health  composite  within  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression 
lines.  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Health  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Health  composite  predictor  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .105  (p<.01),  w ith  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  use  of  this  Health  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Therefore, 
Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  these  sophomores' 
Foreign  Language  course  grade. 

Sophomores  198 5-8 6.  Using  the  ASVAB  Health  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.074  ( p< . 01 )  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
^members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 

Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this 
school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  Health  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .100  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  Health  predictor  composite  also  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic 
group  members.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  ll  vs  Model  12 
comparison  was  .020  (p<.01);  therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the 

best  prediction  equation  for  these  juniors'  Foreign  Language 
course  grade.  Using  this  composite  White  and  Hispanic  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Health 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .071  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 

prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  language  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
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only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign 
Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  the 
Health  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .031  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  Health  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


Secretary  and .office  Education 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  Health  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  this  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  Fample  also  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Health 
composite  prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Secretary  and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by  these  seniors. 


Typing  and  Word  Processing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Health  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
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lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .020  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
t:hib  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Tnen,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Health 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .043  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing 
course  grades  obtained  by  freshman  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.059  ( p  < .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Health  prediction 
equations  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .022 
(p<.01) ,  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample's  Typing  grade.  Using  this  predictor  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredictea  in  their  Typing 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  the  Health  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model 
12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomori  1984- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R“ 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.093  ( p< .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 
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Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  che 
previous  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .060  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Health  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Health  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  che  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .040  (p<-01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Health  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .068  (p<-01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  usin'!  the  Health  composite  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .129  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model 
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8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  As  in  the  previous  sample,  using  the  Health 
composite  prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .051 
(i  ..01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  samples,  this  sample  tested 
only  for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the  Health  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .057 
( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Home  Economics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  firs  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  we< s  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  predict :  >.  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Health  composite  shov/ed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .058 
(p<,.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  5  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
undei  predict ed  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overprodicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  tiie  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equal  ions  l  or  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  Ir  change  of  .07] 
(pl.Ol)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evin-nced ; 


210 


and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite, 
freshmen  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Health  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .079 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  At  firs  ,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Health  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .078 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equatior  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .033 
(:.  <.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
iu id  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor 


composite,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  tha  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Health  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members 
and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .077  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores . 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  Investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Health  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members 
and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .045  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  wnile 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  rconomics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 


At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gendor  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  this 
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sample,  using  the  Health  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  At?  R2  change  of  .139  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Health  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .058  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  and  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 


Canputer  Programming 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Health  composite  as  a  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .104 
(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  undorpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  wu*xe  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredictud  if  a  common  regression  line 
wsre  used. 


Junio-s  1984-85.  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 
tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Health 
composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .052  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Computer  Programming  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Using  the  ASVAB  Health  predictor  composite, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .150  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer 
Programming  grades  i"  th  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  u&ed. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
Health  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Health  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  for 
this  year. 


Table  H  turnery  of  Equity  Flrdlns*  for  Prediction  of  High  School 
Couree  Grade*  by  Health,  Social  l  Technical  Coapoalte 


Court* 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Scx*Ethnlclty 

English  1* 
Fr**h 

IV 

84-85 

NS 

Nt 

I 

Fr*«h 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

* 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

S 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

s 

E 

NS 

»r 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Cenerel  Meth 

fr**h  84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Fre*h 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

f 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Mpte.  Nt  ■  Not  elgnlflcent;  I  ■  Intercept  difference*;  I  ■  Slope 
difference*;  E  ■  Equltabl*  t**t,  no  *lgnlf1c*nt  dope  or  Intercept 
difference*  found;  NT  ■  Not  t**ted  due  to  *m*II  *M*pl*  cite*. 


TibU-11.  (Continued) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicitv 

Sex*Ethnlelty 

Algebra 

fresh 

84-85 

i 

E 

Mm 

fresh 

85-86 

i 

E 

Soph 

84-85 

i 

E 

!  ISsSlM 

Soph 

8'.  S 

1 

E 

Jr 

84-85 

i 

E 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

Hal 

Geometry 

fresh 

85-86 

, 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Sot* 

85-86 

I 

* 

NS 

~  -  Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

S 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Calculus 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

General  Science 
Fresh  84-85 

NS 

NS 

I 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

I 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Biology 

Fresh 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

l 

NS 

Chemistry 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

1 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Physics 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Government 

Fresh 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

] 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-65 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Mote.  MS  >  Not  significant;  I  •  Intercept  difference;  a  ■  Slope 
difference*;  I  ■  Equitable  test,  no  significant  elope  or  Intercept 
difference*  found;  NT  ■  Not  tested  due  to  smell  staple  site*. 


241 


IeWaJlL 

L  (Concluded) 

-  J 

—  ... 

Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethn1c1ty 

-  -  •' -  - . 

. . . ~ 

History 

"**  •  “ 

.  ‘rr^T^-7 

•  — .  -  • 

Fresh 

84-85 

i 

E 

NS 

■  -= 

Fresh 

85-86 

i 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

i 

E 

NS 

.  .  •  .  -----  ■ 

Soph 

85-86 

i 

I 

NS 

•  •  ■■■■--  -  -■ 

-•  -  -  ■  V-  -----  - . 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

£  _  - 

MS 

1 ' r ' 

-  ---  --- 

Jr 

Sr 

B5‘00 

84-85 

1 

I 

z  - 

l 

as 

MS 

-  - ;  .  .  -T,  ■  _  j 

-  . '  --  ; 

•  !  •  •  “  '4 

; . -  •- 

roreign  Language 

-•  '7  •  7  ~TZw  '  ^ 

Fresh 

84-85 

i 

i 

NS 

.  ‘  : 

Fresh 

85-86 

i 

E 

NS 

\ 

Soph 

84-85 

i 

E 

NS 

i 

.  . 

Soph 

85-86 

i 

E 

Jr 

84-85 

i 

1 

NS 

■■  -  -7_:  T  Vi  V^-=-U^'C4 

Jr 

85-86 

i 

E 

NS 

3 

Sr 

84-85 

i 

E 

NS 

Secretary  &  Ofc 

•  -1 

Jr 

85-86 

NT 

E 

NS 

. - . v  -  -  v-ri 

. —  ;  . . . . 

Sr 

84-85 

NT 

E 

NS 

-  ......  — 

Typing 

Fresh 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

. . . -7 

Fresh 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

'  ■* 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

. ^ 

.  . 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

..  . 

Jr 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

. - . - . — 

Sr 

84-85 

l 

NT 

NS 

...  *  .',!4  «  r-  -  '  r 

• 

Accounting 

‘ - . 

Soph 

85-86 

NT 

NS 

. . . . _ _  .  _  __.= 

" 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

-i 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

....... - "-'-Vj 

Home  Economics 

Fresh 

84-85 

I 

NS 

•  -  —  ..... 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

NS 

J- 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

sr 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

1  Computer  Program 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

l 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Hof.  NS  ■  Not  significant;  1  »  Intercept  differences;  S  *  Slope 
differences;  E  ■  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  Intercept 
differences  foind;  NT  ■  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 
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Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  AFQT  selector  composite  with  this 
sample;  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  AFQT  composite  score,  and  the  sex 
l>y  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
English  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for  the 
ethnicity  by  AFQT  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or  the  sex 
by  AFQT  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R 2  change  of 
.033  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  AFQT  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  the  AFQT  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  freshmen  which  were  the 
ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  English  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 


Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  AFQT  selector  composite 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .007  (p<.00l), 
with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  groups 
English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  this  year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  the  AFQT  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  which  were 
the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 


Sophomores  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  for  gender  group 
differences  using  the  AFQT  selector  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines,  with  Model  7  as  the  prediction  equation 
to  be  used  for  this  sample.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .007  (p<.001).  Thus,  the 
change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  AFQT 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  sophomore  males 
and  females. 

Using  the  AFQT  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  which  were 
the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  AFQT  selector  composite 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .007  (p<.001), 
with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 
English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  these  junior  males  and  females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  juniors. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
AFQT  selector  composite  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .0G7  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change 
in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite 
was  also  significantly  different  for  these  junior  males  and 
females. 

Again,  using  the  AFQT  composite  score  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups,  with  this  sample  including  only  White  and  Black 
individuals.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  tl  a  unit 
vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these 
juniors . 
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Seniors  1984-85.  The  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  senior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .026  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used.  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained 
by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 


General  Math 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  AFQT  ASVAB  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contain  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  sample,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  ethnic  group 
members,  which  in  this  sample  were  White  and  Black.  Again, 
Models  9  or  12  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  AFQT  composite  in 
the  equations,  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  gender  subgroups.  With 
an  R2  change  of  .035  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  AFQT  composite  were  used  in 
the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade,  female  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  male 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 


The  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  predicting 
General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1934-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  AFQT 
selector  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained 
in  1985-36  by  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained 
in  1984-85  by  seniors. 


Algebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
gender  groups  with  an  R2  change  of  .097  (p<.001)  for  the  Modal  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
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unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  AFQT  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  gender 
groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .038  (p<.001) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  tests.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  AFQT 
selector  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .022  (p<.00l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 
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Sophomores  1985-86 .  This  sample  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9 
or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equations,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  AFQT 
selector  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .027  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  tor 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Black.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for 
juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  AFQT 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  AFQT 
composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  <" or  the  gender  group  members.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .035  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these  seniors. 
Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  t  li^  sample  were  defined  as 
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White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12  cr  aid  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the 
1984-85  school  year. 


Geometry 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethn::city  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again, 
using  the  AFQT  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 

S  ;phonores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in 
the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  AFQT  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  AFQT  composite 
as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .021  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  over  predicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  AFQT  composite  within  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  Whiue  and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .025 
(p<.01),  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Geometry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  /.SVAB  AFQT  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Black  sophomores. 


Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  AFQT 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .019  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors.  Using  this 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  AFQT  composite  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  two  ethnic 
groups.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  some  of 
the  other  Geometry  samples,  using  the  AFQT  composite  in  the 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  AFQT  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  White  and 
Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and 
Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .059  (p<.01),  with  Model  10 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Geometry 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  AFQT  composite  equations  also  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 
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Salgalas 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  was  the  only  Calculus  sample  which 
possessed  more  than  50  cases,  and  only  gender  group  differences 
were  tested.  The  AFQT  composite,  as  the  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Calculus  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


General  Science 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  AFQT  selector  composite  with  this 
sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  AFQT  composite  score,  and  the  sex 
by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
General  Science  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for 
the  ethnicity  by  AFQT  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or  the 
sex  by  AFQT  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  AFQT  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups. 
Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite 
score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  AFQT  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  White  and 
Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and  Model 
11  comparison  was  approximately  .032  (p<.01),  with  Model  10  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General  Science 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  General  Science  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  these  White  and  Black  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  AFQT 
selector  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .033  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
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the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Uonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1935-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  greup  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using  the  AFQT 
composite  as  the  aptitude  aptitude  measure  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  AFQT  composite 
within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Science  course  grade  for  these  iuniers. 

With  the  AFQT  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the 
two  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .055  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  General  Science  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite,  White  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  AFQT 
composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  As  in  some  of  the  previous  samp’es, 
Model  9  or  1 ?  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science 
course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  in  1985-86. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Science  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Biology  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  AFQT 
composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic 
group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985- 
86  . 


Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change 
of  .026  ( p<_  .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 

Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  AFQT  selector  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  and  the  Model  2 
Model  5  comparisons.  However,  the  Model  2  vs  Model  6  comparsion 
showed  that  th°se  two  models  were  not  significantly  different. 
Model  6  included  the  unit  vector,  the  AFQT  score  by  sex  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variable.  With  Model  6  as  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Bioloqy  grade,  no 
dif  feientj-al  vaiidiy  was  for  the  ethnicity  by  AfQi 

score  two-way  interaction  variables,  with  ethnicity  being  defined 
as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  group  membership. 
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Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .048  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredictod 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of 
.030  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  AFQT  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  22,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  as  the  predictor  variable 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .  032  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredictcd  if  a  comr.cn  lugrcwsion  lino  were 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
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and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this  AFQT 
composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic  group 
members.  With  R2  changes  of  .028  and  .^35  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons,  Models  8 
and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these  seniors. 
Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used.  Conversely, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  AFQT  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course 
grade,  white  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Chemistry  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  in  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  this  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  with  the  AFQT  composite  in  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
the  results  indicated  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  foe  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .043 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
AFQT  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .045  and  .029  (p<..01)  for  the 
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Model  8  vs  Model  D  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  AFQT  composite 
as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
on  this  criterion  while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  .058  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  as 
the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  samples  using  the  AFQT 
composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades 
obtained  by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  AFQT  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  White  and 
Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and 
Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .039  (p<.01),  with  Model  10 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Chemistry 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Chemistry  grade  per  unit  change 
in  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
Write  and  Nonwhite  seniors. 
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Physics  I 


II 


Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  .038  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  AFQT 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  AFQT  composite  equations  again  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  An  R2  change  of  .034  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  as 
the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Government  and  Civics 


Freshmen  1984-35.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  AFQT  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit 
vector  and  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Government  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  for 
this  year. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  AFQT  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
AFQT  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .028  and  .015  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 


257 


common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  AFQT  composite 
as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government 
course  grade.  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Hispanic  sophomores  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  However,  the 
use  of  this  AFQT  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significaqt  intercept  differences  for  only  the 
gender  subgroup.  With  R1-  changes  of  .016  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which,  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  AFQT  selector 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .026  (p<.001)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  was  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  onJy 
the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  the  previous  samples,  this 
sample,  using  the  AFQT  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Models  9  or  12,  which 
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contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grades  for  these  seniors. 


History 

Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  030 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite,  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  AFQT  selector 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
R2  change  of  .007  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year . 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  AFQT  selector*  composite  score 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
R2  change  of  .016  (p<.00l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
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History  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  xine  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .035 
(p< .  001 )  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  AFQT  composite  a',  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the 
prediction  equations.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and  Model 
11  comparison  was  approximately  .009  (p<.ooi),  with  Model  10 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  History 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  History  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
AFQT  composite  was  significantly  different  for  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  1985-86  freshmen  sample,  this 
sample,  using  the  AFQT  selector  composite  score  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  variable,  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .028 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
this  school  year. 
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Juniors  1985-06.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  AFQT  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .013  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample  Thus,  the  change  in  the  History  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  AFQT  composite  was  significantly  different  for  junior  males 
and  females. 


Using  the  AFQT  composite  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
end  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  the  use  of  the 
AFQT  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .023  ( p< .Olj  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  AFQT  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure 
were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade,  White 
seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this  criterion 
while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  AS'vAB  AFQT  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  genuer  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .052 
(p£.Cl)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  w '  lie 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  c  '.on 
regression  line  were  used. 


The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  Fr  change  of  .025  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  p  dictor  variable,  White  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  cnis  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  AFQT  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
R^  change  of  .045  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  change  of  .011  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  Whiue  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  AFQT 
prediction  equations  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R^ 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.081  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite 
as  the  aptitude  measure,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  use  of  this  AFQT  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations  also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of 
.015  ( p<  .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these  sophomores'  Foreign 
Language  course  grade.  Again,  using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure.  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  A5VAB  AFQT  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.059  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  of  this  AFQT  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations,  the  results  also  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Nonwhite  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison 
was  approximately  .019  (p<.01),  with  Model  ll  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if 
a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  net  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  AFQT  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .076  vp<.0i),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  General  predictor  composite  also  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic 
group  members.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison  was  .024  (p<.01);  therefore.  Model  11  would  be  the 

best  prediction  equation  for  these  juniors'  Foreign  Language 
course  grade.  Using  this  composite  White  and  Hispanic  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  General 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .046  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 

prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpred j.cted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
ot.ly  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in  the 
-"^diction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign 
iuage  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 

y-  • 


Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  AFQT 
composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these 
individuals . 


S ecretarv  and  Office  Education 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonw/  te  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 


264 


gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
this  course  cjrade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  for  White  and  Nonwhite 
ethnic  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  AFQT  composite 
prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB 
AFQT  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Secretary  and 
Office  course  grades  obtained  by  these  seniors. 


Typing  and  Word  Processing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 

sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 

White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  AFQT 
composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  A.  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 

sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  eguations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 

including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  AFQT 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .032  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 

prediction  equation  for  this  sample’s  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year . 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
.results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
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differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.039  ( p < .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample’s  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  AFQT  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomore  1984- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.063  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 


266 


Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
previous  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .040  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typir.7  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  AFQT  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  AFQT  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .029  (p<.0l),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  AFQT  composite  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .087  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 


8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differen  •■'S .  As  in  the  previous  sample,  using  the  AFQT  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .034 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Mode] 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  samples,  this  sample  tested 
for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the  AFQT  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .034 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Heme  Economics 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  white 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .042 
( P£ • 0 i )  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  ethnic  groups.  Ar  R2  change  of  .069  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced;  and  Model  11  could 


268 


be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  Whites 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  AFQT 
composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .058 
(p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  the  results  shewed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .056 
(p<,01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  co.r;;.?rison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .031  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced;  and  Model  11  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor  composite,  White 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
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Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  st'  eu  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  :  use  of  the 
AFQT  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  v  tatistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gende  j/.oup  members. 
The  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .058 
(p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gendef  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
AFQT  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
The  ASVAB  AFQT  composite  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .027  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 
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Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  this 
sample,  using  the  AFQT  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .108  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  AFQT  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .039  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  and  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Computer  Programming 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  AFQT  composite  as  a  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .070 
(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 
tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Again,  the  AFQT  composite 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Computer  Programming  course 
grades  obtained  by  juniors  for  this  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Using  the  AFQT  predictor  composite,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .094  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model 
9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer 
Programming  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  also  tested  for  gender  group  differences. 
The  AFQT  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  AFQT  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  for  this 
year. 


Table  12.  Summary  of  Equity  Findings  for  Prediction  of  High  School 
Course  Grades  by  AFQT  Selector  Composite 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnici ty 

English  I- 
Fresh 

IV 

84-85 

NS 

NS 

I 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

S 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

S 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

S 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

S 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  I  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  =  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 
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Sex*Ethniei ty 


Calculus 

— 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

General  Science 

1 

cresh 

84-85 

NS 

NS 

I 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

S 

N 

c 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

E 

N 

s 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

N 

s 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

I 

N 

s 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

N 

s 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

N 

s 

Biology 

Fresh 

Fresh 

Soph 

Soph 

Jr 

Jr 

Sr 

Chemi stry 
Fresh 
Soph 
Soph 
Jr 
Jr 
Sr 


E 

NS 

E 

NS 

NS 

I 

E 

NS 

E 

NS 

NT 

NS 

l 

NS 

NT 

NS 

NT 

NS 

NT 

NS 

I 

NS 

E 

NS 

S 

NS 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  I  =  Intercept  differences;  S  -  Slope 
differences;  E  -  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  smalt  sample  sizes. 
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Table  12.  (Concluded) 


Course  1 

1 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

Physics 

Jr 

85-86 

i 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

i 

NT 

NS 

Government 

Fresh 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-B6 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

History 

Fresh 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-36 

1 

S 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

S 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

1 

NS 

Foreign  language 

Fresh 

84-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

1 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

! 

I 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

1 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

— 

Secretary  &  Ofc 

Jr  85-86 

Sr  84-85 

- i 

NT 

NT 

— 

E 

E 

NS 

NS 

Typing 

Fresh 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Home  Economics 
Fresh  84-85 

i 

1 

NS 

1  Fresh 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

1 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Computer  Program 
Soph  85-86 

t 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

l 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  1  =  Intercept  oifferences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  =  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 


Perceptual  Speed  Composite 


English  I  -  iv 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Perceptual  Speed  composite  with 
th '  3  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  However, 
the  Model  2  vs  Model  5  comparsion  showed  that  these  two  models 
were  not  significantly  different.  Model  5  included  the  unit 
vector,  the  Perceptual  score  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables.  With  Model  5  as  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample's  English  grade,  no  differential  validiy 
for  the  gender  by  Perceptual  score  two-way  interaction  predictor 
variables  was  evidenced. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  Using  the  Perceptual  Speed  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  again  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  However, 
the  Model  2  vs  Model  5  comparsion  showed  that  these  two  models 
were  not  significantly  different.  Model  5  included  the  unit 
vector,  the  Perceptual  score  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables.  With  Model  5  as  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample's  English  grade,  no  differential  validiy 
for  tihe  gender  by  Perceptual  score  two-way  interaction  predictor 
variables  was  evidenced. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  yroup  differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the 
male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8 
and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .015  (p^.001),  with 
Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 
English  grade.  Thus,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  ASVAB  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  With  an  R2  change  of  .038 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Perceptual  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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Sophomores  1985-86.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  resulted 
again  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  S  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .028  (p<.001), 
with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 
English  grade.  Thus,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Perceptual  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .053 
(p<.001),  with  Model  11  being  the  best,  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  English  grade.  Thus,  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 


Juniors  1984-85.  V7hcn  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the 
male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8 
arid  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .040  (p<.001),  with 
Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 
English  grade.  Thus,  using  the  Perceptual  coin  osite  as  the 
predictor  variable  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  ASVAB  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  With  an  R2  change  of  .027 
(p<. 001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Model  11  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Perceptual  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic 
juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the 
male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8 
and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .045  (p<.001),  with 
Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 
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English  grade.  Thus,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  ASVAB  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  among  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  With  an  R2  change  of  .018  (p<.001) 
for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Perceptual 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable  White  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the 
male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8 
and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .014  (p<.001),  with 
Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 
English  grade.  Thus,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  ASVAB  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  With  an  R2  change  of  .025 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Perceptual  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic 
seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
seniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 


General  Math 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Perceptual  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gander  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contain  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  With  an  R2  change  of  .013 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Perceptual  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic 
freshmen  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Math  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
freshmen  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  For  this  sample,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members. 
Models  9  or  12  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample, using  the  Perceptual 
composite  in  the  equations,  showed  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  between  the  gender  group  members 
regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  predicting 
General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

U: ing  the  Perceptual  composite  in  the  equations,  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  subgroupSc  With  an  R2  change  of  .042  (p<.00l) 
for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the 
best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using 
the  Perceptual  composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Math  course  grade,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  Black  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  previous  samples  using  the  Perceptual 
composite,  this  sample  also  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Models  9  or 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained  during  this 
year  by  juniors. 
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Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  between  the  gender  subgroups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score, 
could  be  used  in  predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
individuals . 

Using  the  Perceptual  composite  in  the  equations,  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .043  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the 
best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using 
the  Perceptual  composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Math  course  grade,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  Black  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by 
seniors . 

The  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  senior  ethnic  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .066  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Using  this  composite  White  seniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Math  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  seniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Algebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
gender  groups  with  an  R2  change  of  .012  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
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Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Konwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  Using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable  resultsed  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  freshmen. 

With  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equation  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  groups. 
These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  White  freshmen  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Nonwhite  freshmen  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1934-85  sample,  using  the 
Perceptual  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  White 
and  Nonwh.ite  ethnic  group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable  resultsed  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  sophomores. 

With  th  i  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equation  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  groups. 
These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .037  (p<. 001)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredj.cted 
in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if 
a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Perceptual 
Speed  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  ethnic  group 
members,  which  in  this  sample  were  White  and  Black.  Again, 
Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course 
grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in 
1985-86  by  juniors. 

With  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equation  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  groups. 
These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .048  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 


Geometry 

Freshmen  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  in 
1985-86  by  freshmen. 

With  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equation  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .021  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  10  vs  Model  11  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  10 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Thus, 
the  change  in  the  Geometry  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
Perceptual  composite  was  significantly  different  for  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  freshmen. 

Sophomores  19S4-85.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitucc  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  stacist ically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  in 
1984-85  by  sophomores. 
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With  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equation  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups,  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .024  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


General  Science 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Perceptual  Speed  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  However, 
the  Model  2  vs  Model  5  comparsion  showed  that  these  two  models 
were  not  significantly  different.  Model  5  included  the  unit 
vector,  the  Perceptual  score  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables.  With  Model  5  as  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample's  General  Science  grade,  no  differential 
validity  for  the  gender  by  Perceptual  score  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables  was  evidenced. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  In  this  1985-86  sample,  using  the 

Perceptual  Speed  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the 

ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  cample  were  White  and  Black. 
Again,  Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General 
Science  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 

Perceptual  Speed  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  White  and 

Nonwhite.  Again,  Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 

of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  nor  inr-.ud.ing 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  cue  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not.  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Perceptual 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Perceptual  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by 
sophomores  in  1985-86. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .102  (p<.01),  with  Model  11 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Perceptual 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Perceptual  composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors 
in  1984-85. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .119  (p<.0l),  with  Model  11 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  juniors  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades 
obtained  in  1985-86  by  juniors. 

With  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equation  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  groups. 
These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .034  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  10  vs  Model  11  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  10  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Thus,  the  change 
in  the  General  Science  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Perceptual 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  White  and  Nonwhite 
juniors. 
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Freshmen  1984-85.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  in 

1984- 85  by  freshmen. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11 
and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .026  (p<.01),  with 
Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
Biology  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Nonwhite  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  in 

1985- 86  by  freshmen. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .019  (p<.001),  with  Model 
11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  in 
1984-85  by  sophomores. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .011  (p<.001),  with  Model 
11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  sophomores  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .023  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Percet  tual  Speed 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by 
juniors. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11 
and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .033  (p<.01),  with 
Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
Biology  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  juniors  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Perceptual 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 


28 


i 


and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Perceptual  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Biology  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept.  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .029  ( p < .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade, 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 

Chemistry  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  on]y  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Perceputal  composite  in  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  Speed 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  this  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  indicated  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .023  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups 
or  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
this  school  year. 


Physics  I  -  II 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Perceptual  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
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contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Physics  course  grades  obtained 
during  this  year  by  juniors. 


Government  and  Civics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Perceptual  composite  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  for  this  year. 

Sophomore  1984~85.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups. 
Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as 
the  aptitude  measure  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Perceptual  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades  obtained  by 
sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Hispanic  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .041  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison. 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grade, 
White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  previous 
samples,  the  Perceptual  composite  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  Model  9,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual 
composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government 
course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

The  use  of  this  Perceptual  composite  in  the  equations  again 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .051  (p<.01)  for  the 
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Model  11  vs  12  comparison,  Model  ll  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equations  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  White  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Nonwhite  juniors 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

With  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equation  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  groups.  These 
comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .019  (p<.001)  for  the  Model 
10  vs  Model  11  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  10  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Thus,  the  change  in  the 
Government  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Perceptual  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  White  and  Black  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  some  of  the  previous  samples, 
using  the  Perceptual  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grades  for  these  seniors. 


History 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Perceptual  Speed  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Models  4,  5  and  6  comparisons. 
With  Model  2  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
History  grade,  differential  validity  for  the  gender  by  Perceptual 
score  and  ethnicity  by  Perceptual  score  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables  was  evidenced.  The  ethnic  subgroups  included 
in  this  sample  were  White,  Block  and  Hispanic. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as 
the  aptitude  measure  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Perceptual  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  during  this  school  year. 
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Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .013  (P<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model 
11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade. 
White  freshmen  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  freshmen  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 

Sophomores  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as 
the  aptitude  measure  also  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and 
the  Perceptual  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by 
sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Again,  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
resulted  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an 
R2  change  of  .019  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Mode1  12 
comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  r  nus, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
graae,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on 
this  criterion  while  Black  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  Perceptual  Speed  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  However, 
the  Model  2  vs  Model  5  comparsion  showed  that  these  two  models 
were  not  significantly  different.  Model  5  included  the  unit 
vector,  the  Perceptual  score  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables.  With  Model  5  as  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample's  History  grade,  no  differential 
validity  for  the  gender  by  Perceptual  score  two-way  interaction 
predictor  variables  was  evidenced. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  in 
1984-85  by  juniors. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .055  (p<.001),  with  Model 
11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  History 
g^ade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  White  juniors  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Perceptual 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .015  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model 
9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  ere  used. 

Again,  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
resulted  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an 
R2  change  of  .  035  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  \f  s  Model  12 
comparison.  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course 
grade,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  juniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the  Perceptual 
composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  memoers.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .074  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade, 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups. 
The  results  showed  an  R2  change  of  .014  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  groups.  Therefore,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score,  could  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grades. 

Freshmen  198S-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  thi 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Perceptual  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .017  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  mode]  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  within  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Perceptual  comoosite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
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White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Perceptual  composite  predictor  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .028  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  use  of  this  Perceptual  composite  in  the 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members. 
Therefore,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Perceptual  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  these 
sophomores'  Foreign  Language  course  grade. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.018  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this 
school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .040 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

With  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  s] ope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equation  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .022  (p<-01) 
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for  the  Model  10  vs  Model  11  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  10 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Thus, 
the  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
Perceptual  composite  was  significantly  different  tor  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Perceptual 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this 
school  year. 


Secretary  and  Office  Education 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  Perceptual 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit 
vector  and  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  this  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Perceptual 
composite  prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Secretary  and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  seniors. 


Typing  and  Word  Proces sing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Perceptual  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gende  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and 
the  Perceptual  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  during  this  school  year. 
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Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an 
r2  change  of  .041  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison.  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course 
grade,  White  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Black  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  „*  vesMgatud  by  rot  including 

ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  ^n,  tne  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  ve’  studiei  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  •’'faaV.iors  '*  -ke  the 
previous  sample,  the  Perceptual  composi.  rcdi.ction  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  signi'icar  .lope  or  in  .er  ?pt 
differences  for  the  gender  or  ethnic  c  oop  members.  Again,  Model 
9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  predict:  <\\  of  T yp-..k,v  con*  se  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  for  this  school  year.  » 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  tb..s  compc  .  i.r.v  vl';h  this 

sample,  gender  differences  wer  investigated  by  rv*  ir-iuding 

ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  di.  -.an^ces  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  gioup  differences,  using 
the  Perceptual  composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines. 
The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was 
approximately  .010  (p<.01),  with  Model  7  being  the  best 

prediction  equation  for  this  group’s  Typing  grade.  Thus,  the 
change  in  the  Typing  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Perceptual 

composite  was  significantly  different  for  this  year's  sophomore 
males  and  females. 

The  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Perceptual  composite 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic 
group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
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and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Perceptual  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .055  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade,  White 
juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this  criterion 
while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Perceptual  composite  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Perceptual  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  for  this  year. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  Perceptual  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equation.  Therefore, 
Model  9  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite 
score  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 

Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Perceptual  composite  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .027  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  in  the 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Accounting  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  samples,  this  sample  tested 
for  gender  group  differences.  The  use  of  the  Perceptual 
composite  as  a  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups. 
Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Accounting 
course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


Home  Economics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.019  (p<-0l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .089  (p<.0l)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced;  and  Model  11  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors.  Using  this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  Whites 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Perceptual  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  P.  change  of  .041 
(P< -  01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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The  Perceptual  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomore  1934-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change 
of  .019  (P<*01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  C  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  White  and 
Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and 
Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .017  (p<.01),  with  Model  10 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  Home 
Economics  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Home  Economics  grade 
per  unit  change  in  the  Perceptual  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  this  year's  White  and  Nonwhite  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Perceptual  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .017  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted 
if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  v~re  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 
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Juniors  1934-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Perceptual  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  gender  or  ethnic  groups.  Model  9 
or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  this 
sample,  using  the  Perceptual  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .056  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore.  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Perceptual  composite  equations 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .028  (p<-01)  was 
obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Perceptual  composite,  and  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  tor  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 
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Computer  Programming 


Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Perceptual  composite  as  a  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .038 
(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 
tested  for  gender  group  differences.  However,  using  the 
Perceptual  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Perceptual  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Computer  Programming  grades  for  these 
individuals. 

Juniors  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  also  tested  only  for 
gender  group  differences.  Using  the  Perceptual  high  school 
predictor  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .054  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Computer  Programming  grades  if  the  common  regression  line 
were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted 
if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Table  13.  Surmary  of  Equity  Findings  for  Prediction  of  High  School 
Course  Grades  by  Perceptual  Speed  Conpoaite 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

English  )• 
Fresh 

IV 

84-85 

NS 

S 

I 

Fresh 

85-86 

NS 

s 

I 

Soph 

84-85 

l 

1 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

* 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

1 

NS 

Note.  MS  =  Mot  significant;  1  =  Intercept  dl f  f erencec;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  »  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  *  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sites. 
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Course 

General  Hath  I 

fresh 

B4-85 

fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Algebra 

fresh 

84-85 

fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

8S -84 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Geometry 

fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85  j 

General  Science 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85 -86 

Biology 

Fresh 

84-85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Chemistry 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Physics 

Jr 

85-86 

Government 

f  reBh 

84-85 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

History 

Fresh 

8/.  -85 

Fresh 

85-86 

Soph 

84-85 

Soph 

85-86 

Jr 

84-85 

Jr 

85-86 

Sr 

84-85 

Ethnicity  Sex*Ethnicity 


Mott.  NS  =  Not  significant;  i  *  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  =  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sites. 
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Table  13.  (Concluded) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

Foreign  Language 
Fresh  84 -P3 

1 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-C4 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

S 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Secretary  &  Ofc 

Jr  85-86 

NT 

E 

... 

Sr 

84-85 

NT 

E 

NS 

Typing 

Fresh 

84-85 

E 

I 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

1 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Jr 
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Hote.  NS  =  Not  significant;  I  =  Intercept  differences;  S  *  Slope 
differences;  E  =  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  *  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 


Technical  Composite 


English  X  -  IV 

Freshmen  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Technical  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  3  comparison  was  approximately  .007  (p<.001),  with  Model  7 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  groups  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different  for  this 
year's  freshmen  males  and  females. 
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Using  the  Technical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  which  were 
the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.064  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  tnis  ASVAC  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  With  an  R2  change  of  .016 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  White  freshmen 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used.  The  Hispanic  freshmen  regression  line  appeared  to  be  at  an 
equal  distance  between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Technical  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .013  (p<-001),  with  Model  7 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  groups  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different  for  this 
year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  maae  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  this  ASVAB  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  With  an  R2  change  of  .016 
(p<.00i)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Model  11  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic 
freshmen  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
freshmen  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 


Sophomores  1985-86.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Technical  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .011  (p<.001),  with  Model  7 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
this  year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Technical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  The  1.  change  for 
the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .031 
(p<.001),  with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Thus,  using  the  Technical  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Technical  composite  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R“  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .010  (p<.C01),  with  Model  7 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
these  junior  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Technical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
also  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .019 
(p<.001) ,  with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Thus,  using  the  Technical  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  White  and  Hispanic  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
Technical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significart  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  3 
comparison  was  approximately  .013  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
junior  males  and  females. 
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Using  the  Technical  composite  score  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  groups,  with 
this  sample  including  only  White  and  Black  individuals.  The  R*- 
change  for  the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately 
.016  (p< . 001)  ,  with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample.  Thus,  using  the  Technical  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  White  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  The  ASVAB  Technical  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  showed  statistically  significant  slope 
differences  in  the  prediction , equations  for  the  two  senior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R  change  of  .009  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the 
English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite 
was  significantly  different  for  these  senior  males  and  females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .010  (p<.001), 
with  Model  11  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Thus,  using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable 
White  and  Hispanic  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  English  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 


General  Math 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Technical  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.019  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Math  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Model  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Technical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen . 
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Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Technical 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  gender  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .059  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the 
Technical  composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math 
course  grade,  female  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
on  the  criterion  while  male  juniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 

Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score, 
could  be  used  in  predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
individuals . 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Models  9  or  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades 
obtained  in  1984-85  by  seniors. 


Algebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Technical  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  gender 
subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .060  (p<,001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system. 
Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Technical  composite 
were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade,  female 
freshmen  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion 
while  male  freshmen  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 
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Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members,  whiv...  -'»-e 
defined  as  White  and  Nonwhite  in  this  sample.  Thus,  Model  12, 
containing  the  unit  vector  ana  the  Technical  composite  score, 
could  be  used  in  predicting  Algebra  course  grade  for  these 
individuals. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  Using  the  Technical  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  gender 
subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .068  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system. 
Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Technical  composite 
were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade,  female 
freshmen  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion 
while  male  freshmen  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

With  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equation  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  groups. 
These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  changes  of  .022  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite.  White  freshmen  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Nonwhite  freshmen  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1964-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Technical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2 
change  of  .036  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  Technical  high 
school  composite,  the  results  also  shewed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .034  (p<.001)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
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sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  sophomores. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

With  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equation  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  groups. 
These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  changes  of  .035  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Geometry 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  aender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  «->f  .020  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  uriderpredicted  in  their 
Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

With  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equation  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  changes  of  .021  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Using 
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this  composite.  White  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Technical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .041  (p<.0l)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
system  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  the  Technical  composite  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  of  intercept  differences  for  the  three  ethnic 
groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Technical 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .072  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

With  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equation  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  groups. 
These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .039  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equations  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite.  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Black  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
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and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the 
Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .056  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Technical  composite  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  of  intercept  differences  for  the  three  ethnic 
groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Fonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the 
Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
the  1985-86  school  year. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  the  Technical  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .109  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors.  Using  this 
composite.  White  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  Technical  composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


General  Science 


Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Technical  composite  with  this 
sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
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differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  compari.son.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Technical  composite  score,  and  the 
sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
General  Science  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for 
the  ethnicity  by  Technical  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or 
the  sex  by  Technical  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  Technical 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .025  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 
Using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the 
Technical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .078  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Science  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
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and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using  the 
Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .059  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  sophomore  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Technical  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  White 
and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and 
Model  12  comparison  was  approximately  .048  (p<.0i),  with  Model  11 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  Wi;ite  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using 
the  Technical  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the 
male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8 
and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .035  (p<.01),  with  Model 
8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General 
Science  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  junior  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

This  Technical  composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors 
in  1985-86. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Technical  composite  within  the  prediction 
equation  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.052  ( p< .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
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this  sample's  General  Science  grade.  Thus  senior  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Biology  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1984-85 .  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Technical  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines,  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .065  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

This  Technical  composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1984- 
85. 


Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change 
of  .052  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  with  this 
sample  resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with 
an  R2  change  of  .008  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 


312 


equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the  Biology  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  these  sophomore  males  and  females. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  composite,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this 
school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .022  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Thus,  the 
change  in  the  Biology  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Technical 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  freshmen  males  and 
females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of 
.075  ( P< .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  cverpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 


313 


differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .131 
( PS .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this  Technical 
composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  members.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .110  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these  seniors.  Using 
this  composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  composite,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  groups, 
with  an  R2  change  of  .090  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  White  seniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Chemistry  I  -  II 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  with  the  Technical  composite  in  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .061 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  sophomores.  Sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
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Technical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  R2  change  of  .070  (p<.oi)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for 
these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

k  <iors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  <  he  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Technical  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
seniors  during  this  school  year. 


Government  and  Civics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Technical  composite  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  groups.  Thus,  with  an  R2  change  of  .04  0  (p<.0l)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  0  would  be  the  best 
predictor  for  this  group's  Government  course  grade.  Freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Technical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .040  and  .041  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
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common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  Technical 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade,  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Hispanic  sophomores  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-8B.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
Technical  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  subgroup.  With 
R2  change  of  ,073  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  these  juniors. 
Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  predictor  composite,  the 
resuits  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic 
groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .022  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs 
Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Technical 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  White  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-66.  This  sample,  using  the  Technical  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .019  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  7  vs 
Model  8  comparison,  Model  7  was  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Government  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
junior  males  and  females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  some  of  the  previous  samples, 
using  the  Technical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 


316 


differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  With  R2  change  of  .046 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  these  seniors.  Using  this 
composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  v*ere  used, 
while  senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  ethnic  group  differences  were  investigated  using  this 
composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethn.i  group 
members.  Again,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  technical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades  for 
these  seniors. 


History 

Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASV^B  Technical  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .074 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during 
this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Technical  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
R2  change  of  .036  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History 
grades  if  the  conuncr  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
lint-  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Black  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .008  (p<.00i) 
for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Model  11  would  be  the 
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best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  White  freshmen  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  ranon  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Technical  composite  score  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
rhe  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.057  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females 
would  be  consistently  undei predicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  also  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .014 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  White  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Nonwhite  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Technical 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  gender  group 
m.embars.  With  an  R2  change  of  .008  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  7  vs 
Model  8  comparison,  Model  7  was  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  The  change  in  the  History  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
these  sophomore  males  and  females. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  also  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of 
.031  ( P  <  .001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sampxe.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors _ 1984-85 .  Like  the  previous  sample,  using  the 

Technical  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups.  With  an 
R2  change  of  .009  (p<. 001)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison, 
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Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  History  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
junior  males  and  females. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Black  ethnic  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .030  (p<.001)  for 
the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced.  Therefore, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  White  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  Using  the  Technical  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R~  change  of  .082 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Black  ethnic  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .035  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced.  Therefore,  Model 
11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  White  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the  Technical 
composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
An  R2  change  of  .062  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  also  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .049  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade. 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
ASVAB  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups.  The 
results  showed  an  R2  change  of  .073  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  groups.  Therefore,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score,  could  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grades. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  Technical  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .011  (p<.01),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  freshmen  males  and  females. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Technical  composite  within  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  Mcdel  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again, 
the  Technical  prediction  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .015  (p<.01),  with  Model  7  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  The  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit  change 
in  the  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different  for 
sophomore  males  and  females. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  of  this  Technical  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  Fr  change  of 
.069  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grades 
obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
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and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Technical 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .080  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign 
Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  the 
Technical  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .032  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

The  Technical  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


Typing  and  Word  Processing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Technical  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .037  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
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best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus, 
using  this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Technical 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .044  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing 
course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  daring  this  school  year. 


Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.062  ( p < .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  wore  used. 


Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1935-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Technical  prediction 
equations  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .027 
(p<.01),  with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample's  Typing  grade.  The  change  in  the  Typing  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  Technical  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Again, 
Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores. 


Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomore  1984- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.102  (p<. 01) ,  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 


Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Technical  composite  score 
in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 


Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
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and  Nonwhiie  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
previous  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .057  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  also  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .035  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Technical  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade,  White 
juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this  criterion 
while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Technical  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .035  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  slope 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .026  (p<.0l)  for 
the  Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the 
Accounting  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Technical  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Home  Economics 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
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the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R  change  of 
.090  ( p <. .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .091 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite, 
freshmen  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Technical  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .127 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
the  >e  freshmen. 

Sophomore  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .094 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
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underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .058 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor 
composite.  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  conuon  regression  line  were 
used,  while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Technical  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .091  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
.^n  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted 
if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
nsing  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Seniops  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Technical  composite  equations  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R*  change  of  .076  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
senior  males  'would  be  consistently  overpredi  ctcd  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 


The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Technical  composite,  and  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 


CflmRat.gx_FragraniBii.ng 

Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  Technical  composite  as  a  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .091 
(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore.  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
Technical  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Technical  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by 
seniors  for  this  year. 


Table  14.  Sumary  of  Equity  Findings  for  Prediction  of  High  School 
Course  Grades  by  Technical  Composite 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

English  1* 
Fresh 

IV 

84-85 

S 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

I 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

s 

1 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

s 

I 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

s 

: 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

s 

i 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

s 

i 

NS 

General  Math 

Fresh  64-05 

t 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Note.  NS  «  Not  significant;  l  =  intercept  differences;  S  *  Slope 
differences;  E  *  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  ■  Not  tastad  dua  to  small  sampla  sits*. 
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Table  14.  (Continued) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethniclty 

Algebra 

Fresh 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

fresh 

85-86 

I 

t 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

I 

NS 

Geometry 

Fresh 

85-66 

I 

1 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Sof* 

85-86 

I 

I 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

I 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

General  Science 
fresh  84-85 

NS 

NS 

1 

Fresh 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

1 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Biology 

Frer.h 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

S 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

S 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-05 

I 

I 

NS 

Chemistry 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Government 

Fresh 

84-85 

l 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

I 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

1 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

S 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

History 

fresh 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

fresh 

85-86 

I 

I 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

I 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

S 

I 

NS 

Jr 

64-85 

S 

I 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

I 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Foreign  language 
Fresh  84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

S 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  I  =  Intercept  differences;  S  *  Slope 
differences;  E  *  Equitable  teat,  no  aigntficent  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 
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Table  14.  (Concluded) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

Typing 

fresh 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

S 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

l 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

1 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

S 

NT 

NS 

Home  Economics 

fresh 

84-85 

l 

1 

NS 

fresh 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

l 

l 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NS 

1  Computer  Program 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Note.  NS  ■  Not  significant;  !  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  =  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sites. 


General  Composite 


English  I  -  IV 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  General  composite  with  this 
sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  differences 
between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  and  the  Model  2  vs  Model  5 
comparisons.  However,  the  Model  2  vs  Model  6  comparsion  showed 
that  these  two  models  were  not  significantly  different.  Model  6 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  General  score  by  sex  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  t„o-way 
interaction  predictor  variables.  With  Model  6  as  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  English  grade,  no 
differential  validiy  was  evidenced  for  the  ethnicity  by  General 
score  two-way  interaction  variables,  with  ethnicity  being  defined 
as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  group  membership. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.049  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  this  ASVAB  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  General  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .015  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  General  composite  was  significantly  different  for  this 
year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  this  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  which  were  the  ethnic  groups 
defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
English  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  for  gender  group 
differences  using  the  General  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines,  with  Model  7  as  the  prediction  equation  to  be 
used  for  this  sample.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  Oil  (p<.001).  Thus,  the  change  in 
the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  General  composite 
was  significantly  different  for  these  sophomore  males  and 
females . 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  Ir 
change  of  .007  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison. 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  General  composite  were  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade,  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  General  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .012  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's  English  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the 
ASVAB  General  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
junior  males  and  females. 
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Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  juniors. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
General  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
General  composite  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .012  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change 
in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  General 
composite  was  also  significantly  different  for  these  junior  males 
and  females. 

Again,  using  this  composite  score  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  groups, 
with  this  sample  including  only  White  and  Black  individuals. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
General  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  The  ASVAB  General  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  tv;o  senior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .007  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  7  vs 
Model  8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the  English 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  General  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  senior  males  and  females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained 
by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 


General  Math 


Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  General  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.010  ( p < .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Math  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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Using  this  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Model  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
General  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
freshmen . 

Freshmen  1985-86.  For  this  sample,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members. 
Models  9  or  12,  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-06.  This  sample,  using  the  General  composite 
in  the  equations,  shuwed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  gender  subgroups.  With 
an  R2  change  of  .039  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  \s  Moael  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus, 
if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  General  composite  were  used 
in  the  prediction  of  General  Mat'  course  grade,  female  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  male 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

The  results  also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  12,  containing  the  unit 
vector  and  the  General  composite  score,  could  be  used  in 
predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  General 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  or  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9 
or  ]  2 ,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by 
juniors . 


luriiors  1985-8  6.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
s...:.ple,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  General 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  showed 
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statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  gender  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .039  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the 
General  composite  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math 
course  grade,  female  juniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
on  the  criterion  while  male  juniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted. 

Using  the  General  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score,  could 
be  used  in  predicting  Ceneral  Math  course  grade  for  these 
individuals. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  results  showed  nc 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained 
in  1984-85  by  seniors. 


Alcrebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  General  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
gender  groups  with,  an  R2  change  of  .041  (pf..001)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freuhmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equu* ions  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  General  composite  as  the  aptitude 
m^a.vjre  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equatiqns  for  the  two  gender 
groups.  These  comparisons  resulted  in  R2  change  of  .054  (p<.001) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  touts.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  be^t  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
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composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  malet  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the 
unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .032 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups 
defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  In  this  sample,  using  the  General 
composite,  the  results  also  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  These  tests 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .022  (p^.OOl)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1985-86  by  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  General 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  foi.  the 
gender  group  members.  These  tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
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.044  (p<. 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Black.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
General  composite  as  t  aptitude  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these 
juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  rot  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
General  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Modtl  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these 
seniors.  Using  this  composite,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Algebra  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  defined  as 
White  and  Nonwhite.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Algebra  ctirse  grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the 
1984-85  school  year. 


SteftaeUy 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigattd  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
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by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .015  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  the  General  composite  in  the  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  General  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
With  an  R2  change  of  .021  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for  these 
sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

As  in  the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  General  composite 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept 
differences  for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the  General 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .040  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  0 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  General  composite  within  the  equations, 
the  results  shoved  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .022 


(P< - 01) ,  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Geometry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  General  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Black  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the 
General  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .042  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

As  in  the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  General  composite 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept 
differences  for  the  three  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  With  the 
General  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
the  1985-86  school  year. 

When  the  mocel  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  usiny  the  General  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .044  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  10  vs 
Model  11  comparison.  Model  10  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors.  The  change 
in  the  Geometry  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  General 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  White  and 
Nonwhite  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
i ample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
Including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  General  composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
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significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Cal.sn.lua 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  was  the  only  Calculus  sample  which 
possessed  more  than  50  cases,  and  only  gender  group  differences 
were  tested.  The  General  composite,  as  the  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Calculus  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


General  Science 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  General  composite  with  this 
sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  General  composite  score,  and  the 
sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
General  Science  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for 
the  ethnicity  by  General  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or 
the  sex  by  General  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  General 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  Rz  change  of  .032 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  General 
Science  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 


Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Monwhite  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups 


defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in 
.the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Science  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using  the  General 
composite  as  the  aptitude  aptitude  measure  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
Hised  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  General 
composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

With  the  General  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
for  the  two  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .062  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  Geometry  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite.  White  juniors  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
General  composite,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R*  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .021  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  General  Science  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  composits,  sophomore  females  would  bs 
consistently  underp.  edicted  in  thsir  Gensral  Science  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used. 


This  General  composite  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors 
in  1985-86. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  General  composite  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

—II 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
General  composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .025  (p<.0l),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

This  General  composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1984- 
85. 


Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change 
of  .037  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
freshmen  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  freshmen,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  freshmen. 
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Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  General  composite  with  this 
sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  differences 
between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  and  the  Model  2  vs  Model  5 
comparisons.  However,  the  Model  2  vs  Model  6  comparsion  showed 
that  these  two  models  were  not  significantly  different.  Model  6 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  General  score  by  sex  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables,  and  the  sex  by  ethnicity  two-way 
interaction  predictor  variables.  With  Model  6  as  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Biology  grade,  no 
differential  validiy  was  evidenced  for  the  ethnicity  by  General 
score  two-way  interaction  variables,  with  ethnicity  being  defined 
as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  group  membership. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  These 
tests  resulted  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  gender  group  members  and  an  R2  change  of  .016  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Thus,  the 
change  in  the  Biology  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  General 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  freshmen  males  and 
females. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  three  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of 
.045  (p< . 001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Biology 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  juniors. 
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Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .065 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these 
juniors.  Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable, 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this  General 
composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  members.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .043  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these  seniors.  Using 
this  composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  composite,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  groups, 
with  an  R2  change  of  .036  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  General  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable.  White  seniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Biology  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Chemistry  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  General  composite  in  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Chemistry  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Again,  with  the  General  composite  in  the 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change  of  .038 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  could  be 


343 


used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  sophomores.  Sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  indicated  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .058  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system  of  Chemistry  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
General  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  and  two  ethnic 
group  members.  With  R2  changes  of  .074  and  .021  (p<.0l)  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  and  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparisons, 
Models  8  and  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equations  for  these 
juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
Conversely,  if  a  common  regression  line  using  the  General 
composite  as  the  aptitude  measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Chemistry  course  grade,  White  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  on  this  criterion  while  Nonwhite  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
composite  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  predict ion  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups,  with  an  R2^  change  of  .  086  (p<.01)  for  the.  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  3  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  General  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Chemistry  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  again  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  whicn  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite:  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry 
course  grade  for  there  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
General  composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  or 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
seniors  during  this  school  year. 


Physics  I  -  II 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the ^prediction  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups,  with  an  Rz  change  of  .051  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would 
be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the 
General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  *"heir  Physics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  General  composite  equations  again  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  An  R2  change  of  .074  (p<.f  )  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  General  composite 
as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
undeipredicted  in  their  Physics  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  weim  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Government  and  Civics 

Freshmen  i9L’4-35.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  General  composite  equations  4  gain  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
groups.  Model  9,  containing  the  "nit  ve<  tor  and  the  General 
composite  score,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government 
course  grade  for  these  individual?. 
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Sophomore  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .039  (p<.01) 
for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  beet  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this 
General  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  With 
an  R2  change  of  .016  (p£.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model  8 
comparison,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
these  sophomores.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Government  g -ade  per 
unit  change  in  the  General  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  sophomore  males  and  females. 

The  use  of  this  General  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  two 
ethnic  group  members.  With  R2  change  of  .019  (p<.01)  for  the 
Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equations  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  composite, 
White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Hispanic 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  b''  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  werf  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  However,  the 
use  of  this  General  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  only  the 
gender  subgroup.  With  R2  change  of  .034  (p£.01)  for  the  Model  8 
vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  these  juniors.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined 
in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
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only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  General  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  With  an  R2  change  of  .049  (p<.001)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  was  the  best  prediction  equation 
for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Government  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpred.icted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White  and  Black  juniors,  which  were  the  ethnic  groups  defined  in 
the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  some  of  the  previous  samples, 
using  the  General  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  With  R2  change  of  .023 
(p<.00l)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  these  seniors.  Using  this 
composite,  senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
their  Government  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  ethnic  group  differences  were  investigated  using  this 
composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector 
and  the  General  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades  for  these 
seniors . 


History 

Freshmen  1984-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  General  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .037 
( p< .001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  v/ould 
be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  over  predicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  rsed. 
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The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during 
this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  General  composite 
score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an 
r”  change  ol  .015  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History 
grades  if  the  common  regressi. n  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  over  predicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White  and  black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  General  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.028  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

Again,  the  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during 
this  school  year. 

Sophomores  The  use  of  this  composite  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  m  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  gender  groups,  with  an  R2  change  of  .032 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  General  composite  as  the  predictor  variable.  sophomore 
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females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores,  which  were  the  ethnic 
groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  History  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  1985-86  freshmen  sample,  this 
sample,  using  the  General  composite  score  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  variable,  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .049 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  the  use  cf  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during 
this  school  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  General 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .015  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model 
8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  The  change  in  the  History  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  General  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  freshmen  males  and  females. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  ior 
the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  duLing  this  school 
year . 
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Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the  General 
composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
An  R2  change  of  .017  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison  was  evidenced.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the  common  regression 
line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  also  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .020  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison,  Model  11 
v/ould  be  the  best  prediction  sybiem.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  General  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade, 
V’hite  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpred icted . 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
results  showed  an  R2  change  of  .071  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .027  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Mode]  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable.  White  and  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  graoes  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 
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Freshmen  1985-Bt>.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  qroup  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  comparisons  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  General  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and  Model 
8  comparison  was  approximately  .007  (p<.01),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  General  compos,  te  was  significantly  difterc:.  . 
for  male  and  female  freshmen. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  also 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .012  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable.  White  ana  Hispanic  freshmen  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  freshmen  would 
be  consistently  overnredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were 
used . 


Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  When  the 
model  compa  r ;  s'-ns  were  made  for  gender  group  differences,  using 
the  General  composite  within  the  equations,  the  results  again 
showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .104  (p<.01), 
with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
Foreign  Language  grade.  Thus,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would 
be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  < ommon  regression  line  were 
used . 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  of  this  General  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations,  the  results  also  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  and  Model  12 
comparison  was  approximately  .016  (p<.01),  with  Model  1.1  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
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underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  sophomores  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-36.  Using  the  ASVAB  General  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.074  ( p < .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences  using  of  this  General  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations,  the  results  also  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  White  and  Nonwhite  regression 
lines.  The  R2  chanqe  for  the  Model  11  and  Model  12  comparison 
was  approximately  .017  (p<.01),  with  Model  11  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
White  sopnomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Nonwhite  sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  ii 
a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  corposite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  General  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .104  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  jun;or 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  General  predictor  composite  also  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic 
group  members.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12 
comparison  was  .025  (p<.01) ;  therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  these  juniors'  Foreign  Language 
course  grade.  Using  this  composite  White  and  Hispanic  juniors 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  ve*-o  used,  while  Black 
juniors  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  General 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .070  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted.  if  a  common  regression  line  wore  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign 
Language  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  the 
General  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  ,029  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

The  General  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


Secretary  and  Office  Education 

Juniors  1585-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  General  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predict''"-  variable,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
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ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  this  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  General 
composite  prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Secretary  and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by  these  seniors. 


Typing  and  Word  Processing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
General  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R^  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9 
comparison  was  approximately  .024  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample ’ s  Typing  grade.  Thus, 
using  this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently'  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
coiiwi&tciitlj  cvorprcbicLcd  if  -.emmon  regression  line  were  used. 

When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White,  Black 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Central  ocr.pcc score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school 
year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  General 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression 
lines.  The  change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was 
approximately  .036  (p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
lir.-'  were  used,  while  freshr,.^,.  males  would  b<-  consistently 
n/erpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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When  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of  this 
ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  White  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained 
only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in  the 
prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing 
course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  diiferences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
results  again  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.056  ( p< .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be.  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  i  n  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this  school 
year . 


Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  nor  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  General  prediction 
equations  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model 
9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  sophomore  1984- 
85  sample,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  between  the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2 
change  for  the  Model  8  and  Model  9  comparison  was  approximately 
.092  ( p < .01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using  this  prediccor 
composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
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their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Again,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Black,  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 


Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
;ample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 


ethnicity  variables  in 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic 
including  the  gender 
previous  sample,  the 
intercept  differences 
lines.  The  R2  change 
approximately  .052 


the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant 
between  the  male  and  female  regression 
for  the  Model  8  and  Mode]  9  comparison  was 
(p<.01),  with  Model  8  being  the  best 


prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing  grade.  Thus,  using 
this  predictor  composite,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if  the  common  regression 
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overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


A.gain,  when  testing  for  ethnic  group  differences,  the  use  of 
this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  General  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 


Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  General  composite  equations  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .042  (p<.01),  with  Model  3 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Typing 
grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  senior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Typing  grades  if 
the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  over predi cted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 


Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  General  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  sophomore 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .061  (p<.01)  for 
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the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  general  composite  prediction 
equations,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .121  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  junior  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  As  in  the  previous  sample,  using  the  General 
composite  prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  predictipn  equations  for 
the  two  junior  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .058 
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8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  junior-  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 
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Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  samples,  this  sample  tested 
only  for  gender  group  differences.  Using  the  General  composite 
prediction  equations,  the  results  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  cf  .061 
( p < . 01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  w'ould  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


Home  Economics 


Freshmen _ 1984-85  ■  At  first,  using  this  composite  wit'  this 

sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  ir  ding 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  I’hite 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  pi^diction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  General  composite  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  lor  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .047 
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(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  '  e  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .061 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite, 
freshmen  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Horae  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  tne  equations.  Using  the 
General  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .069 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  fieshmen. 


Sophomore  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  General  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .079 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
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underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .029 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor 
composite.  White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  undarpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  Nonwhice  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

S-'  jhomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  ii. eluding 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
General  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members 
and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .072  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
General  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members 
and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .042  (p<  01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite, 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  v/ere  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  this 
sample,  using  the  General  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .138  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidenced;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
tneir  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  General  composite  equations  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  change  of  .059  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
senior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  General  comcosite,  and  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prer.  _ction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 
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Computer  Programming 


Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  General  composite  as  a  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .105 
(p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison; 
therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this 
sample.  Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer  Programming  grades 
if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males 
would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line 
were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 
tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  General 
composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .053  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Computer  Programming  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  tested  only  for  gender 
group  differences.  Usin  the  ASVAB  General  predictor  composite, 
the  results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender 
groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .140  (p<.01)  for  the  Model 
8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer 
Programming  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
General  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  General  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  for 
this  year. 
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Table  15.  Summary  of  Equity  findings  for  Prediction  of  High  School 
Course  Grades  by  General  Composite 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnici ty 

English  1- 
Fresh 

IV 

84-85 

s 

NS 

1 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

s 

I 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

s 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

General  Math 

Fresh  84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-36 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Algebra 

Fresh 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

64-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Geometry 

Fresh 

35-86 

I 

P 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-80 

I 

S 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

S 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Calculus 

Jr 

85  86 

E 

NT 

NS 

General  Science 
Fresh  64-85 

NS 

NS 

1 

F  resh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

I 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

HI 

NS 

Biology 

Fresh 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-84 

1 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

c 

H$ 

I 

SOph 

85-86 

s 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

i 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85  84 

i 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

i 

i 

NS 

Note .  NS  =  Not  significant;  1  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  $lop< 
differences;  E  =  Equitable  test,  no  significant  siope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  N!  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 


Table  15.  (Continued) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

Chemistry 

fresh 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

NT 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

T 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

£ 

E 

NS 

Physics 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Government 

i 

Fresh 

84-85 

E 

NT 

Soph 

84-85 

1 

NT 

wm38tk 

Soph 

85-86 

S 

i 

NS  1 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85  -86 

1 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

History 

F  resh 

84-35 

I 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

E5-86 

! 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

s 

£ 

NS 

Sr 

1 

84-85 

I 

I 

NS 

Foreign  Language 
Fresh  84-85 

l 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

s 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

1 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

! 

1 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Secretary  & 
Jr 

Of  c 
35-86 

NT 

E 

Sr 

84-85 

NT 

E 

min 

Typing 

Fresh 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

F  resh 

85-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

! 

E 

NS 

Jr 

65-86 

I 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

NT 

NS 

Note ■  NS  =-  Not  significant;  I  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slop* 
differences;  E  =  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sites. 


Table  15,  (Concluded) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnici ty 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

! 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84  85 

i 

NT 

NS 

jr 

85-86 

i 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

i 

NT 

NS 

Home  Economics 

Fresh  84-85 

t 

I 

NS 

fresh 

85-86 

i 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

i 

I 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

i 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

i 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-66 

i 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

■ 

E 

NS 

Computer  Program 
Soph  85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

! 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  1  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
d'fferences;  E  =  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 


Subtest  Weighted  Composite 


English  I  -  IV 

Freshmen  3,984-85.  Using  the  Subtest  weighted  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Subtest  composite  score,  and  the 
sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
English  grade,  no  differential  valiuity  was  evidenced  tor  the 
ethnicity  by  Subtest  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or  the 
sex  by  Subtest  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups. and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.009  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  the  Subtest  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 
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When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  this  ASVAB  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  among  the  White, 
Black  and  Hispanic  regression  lines.  Thus  Model  12,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  weighted  score,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Subtest  weighted  composite 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  between 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .005  (p<.001), 
with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  groups 
English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  this  year's  sophomore  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Subtest  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  measure 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  sophomores  which  were 
the  ethnic  groups  defined  in  the  prediction  equations.  Thus, 
Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  model  comparisons  for  gender  group 
differences  using  the  Subtest  weighted  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and 
female  regression  lines,  with  Model  7  as  the  prediction  equation 
to  be  used  for  this  sample.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  and 
Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .005  (p<.001).  Thus,  the 
change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Subtest 
composite  was  significantly  different  for  these  sophomore  males 
and  females. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted  among 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .010  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Subtest.  composite  were  used  in  the 
prediction  of  English  course  grade,  White  and  Hispanic  sophomores 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  the  criterion  while  Black 
sophomores  would  be  consistently  overpredicted. 

Juniors  1984-85.  When  the  model  comparisons  were  maae  for 
gender  group  differences,  using  the  Subtest  weighted  composite 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  di  f  f  erenr-oc  be^-'een 
the  male  and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the 
Model  7  and  Model  8  comparison  was  approximately  .006  (p<.001), 
with  Model  7  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  group's 
English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  English  grade  per  unit 
change  in  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  these  junior  males  and  females. 
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Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptir.ucie  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  White,  Black  and  Hisp'*::o  juniors. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  .  v  or  and  the 
Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equati  cculd  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade  for  t'  .  individuals. 

Juniors  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  school  year,  using  the 
Subtest  weighted  composite  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  male  and  female 
regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  7  ar.d  Model  8 
comparison  was  approximately  .007  (p<.001),  with  Model  7  being 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change 
in  the  English  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Subtest 
composite  was  also  significantly  different  for  these  junior  males 
and  females. 

Aqain,  using  the  Subtest  composite  score  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups,  with  this  sample  including  only  White  and  Black 
individuals.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  The  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences 
in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  senior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .007  (p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Subtest  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  senior  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  English  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  senior  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Model  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  English  course  grades  obtained 
by  seniors  during  this  school  year. 


General  Math 


Freshmen  1984-85.  This  sample,  using  the  Subtest  weighted 
ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  siqnificant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which 
contain  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
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General  Math  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this 
school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  As  in  the  1984-85  sample,  the  results 
showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  ethnic  group 
members,  which  in  this  sample  were  White  and  Black.  Again, 
Models  9  or  12  containing  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  also  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members  or  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic 
group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course 
grades  obtained  during  this  year  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Subtest  composite 
in  the  equations,  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  between  the  gender  or  white  and  Black 
ethnic  group  members  regression  lines.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  predicting  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
individuals . 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Subtest 
weighted  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistical) y  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the 
White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12, 
which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  composite 
score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  General  Math  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  juniors. 

Juniors  1935-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Subtest 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12 
containing  the  unit  vector  and  the  subtest  composite  score  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Math  course  grade  for  these 
juniors . 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the  junior  samples, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
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intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
General  Math  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  seniors. 


Algebra 

Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  gender  groups  or  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic 
groups.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  \r.  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  With  the  Subtest  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  gender  groups 
and  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  groups.  Again,  Model  9  or  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grades  obtained 
by  freshmen  during  the  1985-86  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1904-85  sample,  using  the  Subtest 
weighted  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the 
White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Models  9  or  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Algebra  course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  gender  groups  or  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic 
groups.  Thus,  Model  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit 
vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade 
for  sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Subtest 
weighted  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the 
ethnic  group  members,  which  in  this  sample  were  White  and  Black, 
Again,  Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra 
course  grades  obtained  in  1984-85  by  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
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Subtest  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course  grade  for  these 
juni ors . 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
previous  samples,  using  the  Subtest  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Algebra  course 
grades  obtained  by  seniors  in  the  1984-85  school  year. 


Geometry 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again, 
using  the  Subtest  composite  in  the  prediction  eguations  resulted 
in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or 
12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  the  1985-86  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in 
the  Freshmen  sample,  using  the  Subtest  composite  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  of  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  et-hnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 


Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite 
sample,  gender-  differences  were  investigated  by  not 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then, 
and  Black  ei.hr.'-.  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
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samples,  with  the  Subtest  composite  as  vhe  aptitude  measure,  the 
results  showed  statistically  signif . cant  intercept  differences  in 
the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted 
in  an  R2  change  of  .012  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9 
comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  the  Subtest  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable  sophomore  females  would  be 
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consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Subtest.  weighted  composite  within  the 
equations,  showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences 
between  the  White  and  Black  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for 
the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .022 
(p<. 01 ) ,  with  Model  10  being  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample's  English  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry 
grade  per  unit  change  in  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  was 
significantly  different  for  these  White  and  Black  sophomores. 

Juniors  1981-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  ASVAB 
Subtest  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .021 
( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
the  Subtest  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Geometry 
grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while  junior 
males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression 
line  were  used. 

Using  the  Subtest  composite  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Geometry  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  some  of 
the  other  Geometry  samples,  using  the  Subtest  composite  in  the 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade 
for  these  juniors. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Subtest  weighted  composite  showed 
statistically  significant  slope  differences  between  the  White  and 
Nonwhite  regression  lines.  The  RJ"  change  for  the  Model  10  and 
Model  11  comparison  was  approximately  .038  (p£.01),  with  Model  10 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Geometry 
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grade.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Geometry  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Math  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
White  and  Nonwhite  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  In  this  sample, 
the  Math  composite  equations  also  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Geometry  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


Calculus 


Juniors  1985-86.  This  was  the  only  Calculus  sample  which 
possessed  more  than  50  cases,  and  only  gender  group  differences 
were  tested.  The  Subtest  composite,  as  the  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Calculus  course  grade  for  these  individuals. 


General  Science 


Freshmen  1984-85.  Using  the  Subtest  weighted  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Subtest  composite  score,  and  the 
sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  a.s  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
General  Science  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for 
the  ethnicity  by  Subtest  score  two-way  interaction  vai  iables  or 
the  sex  by  Subtest  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Subtest 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grades 
obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985-86. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Subtest 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  ethnic  group 


members,  which  in  this  sample  were  White  and  Nonwhite.  Again, 
Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science 
course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  using  the  Subtest 
composite  as  the  aptitude  aptitude  measure,  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Subtest 
composite  within  the  prediction  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

The  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change 
of  .074  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison. 
Therefore,  Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for 
this  sample.  Using  the  Subtest  composite  as  the  aptitude 
predictor  variable  White  juniors  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  General  Science  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  Black  juniors  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  Subtest 
composite  prediction  equation  also  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercei.  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethni  group  members.  As  in  the  previous  sample,  Model  9  or 
12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  General  Science  course 
grades  obtained  by  juniors  in  1985-86. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Subtest  composite  equation  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus.  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  General  Science  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 
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Biology  I  -  II 


Freshmen  3984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  This  Subtest 
composite  equation  also  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic 
group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  in  1985- 
86. 


Freshmen  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic 
group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  Using  the  Subtest  weighted  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Subtest  composite  score,  and  the 
sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic, 
with  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
Biology  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for  the 
ethnicity  by  Subtest  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or  the 
sex  by  Subtest  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Subtest  composite  as  the  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  useo  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Juniors  1984-35.  The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups  or  the  White,  Black  and 
Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model  9  or  Model  12,  which 
contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  in 
the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Biology  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school 
year . 
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Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Subtest  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade  for  these 
juniors . 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  this  Subtest 
composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology 
course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Elack  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .045  (p<. 01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Subtest  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Biology  course  grade, 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Chemistry  I  -  II 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Subtest  composite  in  the  equations,  the 
results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 
contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
freshmen  in  this  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  with  the  Subtest  composite  in  the  equations, 
the  results  showed  r.o  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-36.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Subtest  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  indicated  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Again, 
Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grade 
for  these  sophomores. 
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Juniors  1984-85.  Using  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups 
members.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and 
the  Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by 
juniors  during  this  school  year. 

When  ethnic  group  differences  were  tested  using  this 
composite,  the  results  showed  statistically  significant  slope 
differences.  With  an  R2  change  of  .015  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  10 
vs  Model  11  comparison,  Model  10  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  group's  Chemistry  grade.  Thus,  the  change  in 
Chemistry  grade  per  unit  change  in  the  Subtest  composite  score  is 
significantly  different  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  The  use  of  the  Subtest  composite  score 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups  or  the  White  and  Nonwhite 
ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  Model  12  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by  juniors 
during  this  school  year. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  samples  using  the  Subtest 
composite,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups  or  the  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  Model  12  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Chemistry  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors 
during  this  school  year. 


Physics  I  -  II 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Subtest  composite  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which 

contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Physics  course  grades  obtained 
during  this  year  by  juniors. 

Seniors  1904-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Subtest  composite  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Physics  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 


G overnme nt  and  C ivies 


Freshmen  1984-05.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Subtest  composite  prediction  equations  resulted 
in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences 
for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit 
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vector  and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Government  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  for 
this  year. 

Sophomore  1P84-85.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  Subtest  composite  as  the  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Sophomores  1985-86.  The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  as 
the  aptitude  measure  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  members. 
Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades  obtained  by 
sophomores  during  this  school  year. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  resulted 
between  the  White  and  Hispanic  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2 
change  of  .018  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison, 
Model  11  would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Subtest  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grade, 
White  sophomores  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  ori  this 
criterion  while  Hispanic  sophomores  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 

Juniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  sophomore  sample,  the  use 
of  the  Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equations 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  groups  or  the  White  and  Nonwhite 
ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  Model  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Government  course 
grades  obtained  by  juniors  during  this  school  year. 

Juniors  1989-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Subtest  weighted 
ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Government  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Similar  to  the  previous  samples,  this 
sample,  using  the  Subtest  weighted  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant,  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Again, 
Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  \  .i  the 
Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  oj  used 
in  the  prediction  of  Government  course  grades  for  these  seniors. 
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Freshmen  1984-8  5.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Subtest,  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .012 
(p<.001)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  S  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  freshmen  females  would 
be  consistently  und' rpredicted  in  their  History  grades  if  the 
common  regression  *ne  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Model 
12,  which  contained  only  the  unit,  vector  and  the  Subtest 
composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grades  obtained  by  freshmen  during 
this  school  year. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  This  sample,  using  the  Subtest  weighted 
ASVAB  composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable, 
resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  White  and  Black 
ethnic  group  members.  Thus,  Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only 
the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equation,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade 
for  these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  In  this  1984-85  sample,  using  the  Subtest 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
also  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  members  or  the  ethnic  group 
members,  which  in  this  sample  were  White  and  Black.  Again, 
Models  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  course 
grades  obtained  by  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  Subtest  weighted  composite  with 
this  sample,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  Model  2  vs  Model  4  comparison.  Model  4 
included  the  unit  vector,  the  Subtest  composite  score,  and  the 
sex  by  ethnicity  two-way  interaction  predictor  variables,  with 
ethnicity  membership  being  defined  as  White,  Black  and  Hispanic. 
With  Model  4  as  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's 
History  grade,  no  differential  validity  was  evidenced  for  the 
ethnicity  by  Subtcs:  score  two-way  interaction  variables  or  the 
sex  by  Subtest  score  two-way  interaction  variables. 

Juniors  1984-85.  Like  the  1985-86  freshmen  sample,  this 
sample,  using  the  SuLtest  weighted  ASVAB  composite  score  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  variable,  also  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
members  or  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  group  members.  Thus, 
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Models  9  or  12,  which  contained  only  the  unit  vector  and  the 
Subtest  composite  score  in  the  prediction  equation,  could  be  used 
in  the  prediction  of  History  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Subtest 
composite  score  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results 
showed  statistically  significant  slope  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .016  (p<<,01)  for  the  Model  7  vs  Model 
8  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  7  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  History  grade 
per  unit  change  in  the  Subtest  composite  was  significantly 
different  for  junior  males  and  females. 

Using  the  Subtest  composite  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  History  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Again,  the  use  of  the 
Subtest  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  members.  Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
History  course  grade  for  these  seniors. 

Statistically  significant  intercept  differences  Resulted 
between  the  White  and  Black  ethnic  subgroups.  With  an  R2  change 
of  .028  ( p < .01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison.  Model  11 
would  be  the  best  prediction  system.  Thus,  if  a  common 
regression  line  using  the  Subtest  composite  o  :  the  aptitude 
measure  were  used  in  the  prediction  of  History  <\'urst  grade, 
White  seniors  would  be  consistently  underpredic1.  ...  1  on  this 
criterion  while  Black  seniors  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted . 


Foreign  Language 

Freshmen  1934-85.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  as 
the  aptitude  predictor  variable  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .009 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  freshmen 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
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Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
freshmen  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVA8  composite  score  in  the  equations 
resulted  in  statistically  significant  slope  differences  for  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  members.  With  the  R2 
change  for  the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison  approximating 
.008  (p<.01),  Model  to  would  be  the  best  prediction  system  for 

this  sample.  Thus,  the  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per 
unit  change  in  the  Subtest  composite  was  significantly  different 
for  White,  Black  aria  Hispanic  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using 
the  Subtest  composite  in  the  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 

Senhomores  A*-  using  this  composite  with  this 

sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Subtest  weighted  composite  predictor  equations  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .014  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  composite  as  the  aptitude 
measure,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line 
were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  were  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  the  use  of  this  Subtest  composite  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group  members.  Therefore, 
Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest 
composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  these  sophomores' 
Foreii-.n  Language  course  grade. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  Using  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  as  the 
aptitude  predictor  in  the  equations  showed  statistically 
'.gnificant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R^  change  of 
.016  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 

Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
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Using  this  composite  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Foreign  Language  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

The  use  of  this  ASVAB  composite  score  in  the  prediction 
equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  White  and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grades  obtained  by  sophomores  during  this 
school  year. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use 
of  the  Subtest  weighted  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .026  (p<.01),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  )  i  ne  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  model  comparisons  we’-e  made  for  ethnic  group 
differences,  using  the  Subtest  composite  within  the  equations, 
the  results  also  showed  statistically'  significant  slope 
differences  between  the  White,  Black  and  Hispanic  regression 
lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  10  and  Model  11  comparison 
was  approximately  .017  (p<.01),  with  Model  10  being  the  best 
prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign  Language  grade. 
Thus,  the  change  in  the  Foreign  Language  grade  per  unit  change  in 
the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  was  significantly  different  for  these 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Subtest  weighted  composite  as  a  predictor  measure  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  male 
and  female  regression  lines.  The  R2  change  for  the  Model  8  and 
Model  9  comparison  was  approximately  .024  (p<.0l),  with  Model  8 
being  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample's  Foreign 
Language  grade.  Thus,  using  this  predictor  composite,  junior 
females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Foreign 
Language  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 
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The  Subtest  predictor  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  group 
members.  Again,  Model  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of 
Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Subtest 
composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Foreign  Language  course  grade  for  these 
individuals . 


Secretary  and  Office  Education 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences.  Using  the  Subtest  composite 
as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  result'  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  this  course  grade  for  uhese  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  White  and 
Nonwhite  group  differences.  Again,  using  the  Subtest  composite 
prediction  equations  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups. 
Thus,  Model  12,  which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  tl.i  ASVAB 
Subtest  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Secretary 
and  Office  course  grades  obtained  by  these  seniors. 


Typing  and  Word  Processing 

Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
Subtest  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be 
used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these  freshmen. 

Freshmen  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
arid  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  v,c  r-'  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Like  the 
previous  sample,  the  Subtest  composite  prediction  equations 
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resulted  in  no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again, 
Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course 
grades  obtained  by  freshmen  for  this  school  year. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the 
White,  Black  and  Hispanic  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied 
by  not  including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The 
results  again  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group 
members.  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the  Subtest 
composite  as  the  aptitude  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
no  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for 
the  gender  group  or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these 
sophomores . 

Juniors  1934-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  Subtest  composite 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  or  ethnic 
group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in  the 
prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Subtest  composite  in  the  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Typing  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Seniors  19B4-85.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  Subtest  composite  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Typing  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  for  this  year. 
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Accounting  and  Bookkeeping 


Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  The  use  of  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  as  the 
predictor  variable  shov/ed  statistically  significant  intercept 
differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  freshmen 
gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .018  (p<.01)  for 
the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be 
the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this 
composite  as  the  predictor  variable,  sophomore  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Accounting  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Juniors  1984-85.  This  sample  also  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Subtest  composite  prediction  equations, 
the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope  or 
intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Accounting  course  grades 
obtained  by  juniors  for  this  year. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  for  gender  group 
differences.  Again,  using  the  Subtest  composite  in  the 
prediction  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Accounting  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  Like  the  junior  samples,  this  sample  tested 
for  gender  group  differences.  The  use  of  the  Subtest  composite 
as  a  predictor  variable  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Again, 
Model  9  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Accounting  course 
grade  for  these  individuals. 


Home  Economics 


Freshmen  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Black  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not  including 
the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction  equations 
with  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  showed  statistically  significant 
intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  tor  the  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .021 
(PL- 01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite,  freshmen  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 


When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .061 
(p<.0])  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  freshmen.  Using  this  predictor  composite, 
freshmen  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their 
Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  freshmen  Blacks  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

Freshmen  1935-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Subtast  composite  as  a  predictor  variable,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  these  two 
freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .042 
(p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model 
8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using 
this  composite  as  the  aptitude  measure,  freshmen  females  would  be 
consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the 
common  regression  line  were  used,  while  freshmen  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  freshmen. 

Sophomores  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  prediction 
equations  with  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  freshmen  gender  groups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.019  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  An  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  the  results  showed 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction 
equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  An  R2  change  of  .038 
( p< ,01)  for  the  Model  11  vs  Model  12  comparison  was  evidenced; 
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and  Model  11  could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics 
course  grade  for  these  sophomores.  Using  this  predictor 
composite,  sophomore  Whites  would  be  consistently  underpredicted 
in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  sophomore  Nonwhites  would  be  consistently 
overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

Sophomores  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  The  use  of  the 
Subtest  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group  and  ethnic 
group  members.  The  ASVAB  Subtest  composite  showed  statistically 
significant  intercept  differences  in  the  prediction  equations  for 
the  two  sophomore  gender  qroups  and  resulted  in  an  R2  change  of 
.019  ( p< .01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison.  Therefore, 
Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample. 
Using  this  composite,  sophomore  females  would  be  consistently 
underpredicted  in  their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common 
regression  line  were  used,  while  sophomore  males  would  be 
consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Thus,  Model  12, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  Subtest  composite  score, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grades 
obtained  during  this  school  year  by  sophomores. 

Juniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  Using  the 
Subtest  composite  equations,  the  results  showed  no  statistically 
significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  group 
or  ethnic  group  members.  Again,  Model  9  or  12  could  be  used  in 
the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  bv  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  White 
and  Ncnwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  net 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  However,  this 
sample,  using  the  Subtest  composite  equations,  resulted  in 
statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R2  change  of  .021  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs 
Model  9  comparison  was  evidence;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  predictor 
composite  junior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in 
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their  Home  Economics  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were 
used,  while  junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a 
common  regression  line  were  used. 

When  the  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted 
using  the  ASVAB  dubtest  composite,  the  results  indicated  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  juniors. 

Seniors  1984-85.  At  first,  using  this  composite  with  this 
sample,  gender  differences  were  investigated  by  not  including 
ethnicity  variables  in  the  prediction  equations.  Then,  the  white 
and  Nonwhite  ethnic  group  differences  were  studied  by  not 
including  the  gender  variables  in  the  equations.  As  in  the 
junior  1985-86  sample,  the  Subtest  composite  equations  resulted 
in  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  for  the  gender 
group  members.  An  R^  change  of  .020  (p<.01)  was  obtained  for  the 
Model  8  vs  Model  9  comparison;  therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the 
best  prediction  equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite 
senior  females  would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Home 
Economice  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
senior  males  would  be  consistently  cverpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

The  tests  for  ethnic  group  differences  were  conducted  using 
the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  and  the  results  showed  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  in  the 
prediction  equations  for  the  two  ethnic  groups.  Model  12  could 
be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Home  Economics  course  grade  for 
these  seniors. 


Computer  Programming 

Sophomores  1985-86.  This  sample  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  Subtest  composite  as  a  predictor 
variable,  the  results  showed  no  statistically  significant  slope 
or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9, 
which  contained  the  unit  vector  and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite, 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Computer  Programming  course 
grades  obtained  by  sophomores  for  this  year. 

Juniors _ 1984-85 .  Like  the  sophomore  sample,  this  sample 

tested  for  gender  group  differences.  Again,  thr  Subtest 
composite  equations  resulted  in  no  statistically  significant 
slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the  gender  groups.  Model  9 
could  be  used  in  the  prediction  of  Computer  Programming  course 
grade  for  these  juniors. 

Juniors  1985-86.  This  model  tested  only  for  gender  group 
differences.  Using  the  ASVAB  Subtest  predictor  composite,  the 
results  showed  statistically  significant  intercept  differences  in 
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the  prediction  equations  for  the  two  junior  gender  groups  and 
resulted  in  an  R2  change  of  .031  (p<.01)  for  the  Model  8  vs  Model 
9  comparison.  Therefore,  Model  8  would  be  the  best  prediction 
equation  for  this  sample.  Using  this  composite  junior  females 
would  be  consistently  underpredicted  in  their  Computer 
Programming  grades  if  the  common  regression  line  were  used,  while 
junior  males  would  be  consistently  overpredicted  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  used. 

Seniors  1984-85.  As  in  the  previous  Computer  Programming 
samples,  this  sample  tested  for  gender  group  differences.  The 
Subtest  composite  prediction  equations  resulted  in  no 
statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept  differences  for  the 
gender  groups.  Thus,  Model  9,  which  contained  the  unit  vector 
and  the  ASVAB  Subtest  composite,  could  be  used  in  the  prediction 
of  Computer  Programming  course  grades  obtained  by  seniors  for 
this  year. 


Table  16.  Sirinary  of  Equity  findings  for  Prediction  of  High  School 
Course  Grades  by  Subtesl  Weighted  Composite 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnic i ty 

Sex'E thnic i ty 

English  I- 
Fresh 

:v 

84-85 

NS 

NS 

l 

fresh 

85  86 

! 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

S 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

s 

1 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

s 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

s 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

I 

E 

NS 

General  Math 

fresh  64-85 

E 

C 

NS 

fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

MS 

Sr 

84-85 

F 

E 

NS 

Algebra 

fresh 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

04-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85  86 

E 

F 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

fc 

E 

NS 

Geometry 

fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS  i 

Soph 

84  85 

E 

F, 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

s 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

1 

F 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

S 

NS 

Sr 

34-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  1  =  Intercept  differences;  S  =  Slope 
differences;  E  =  Equitoble  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  smalt  sample  sizes. 
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Table  16.  (Continued) 


Note.  NS  =  Not  significant;  1  -  intercept  differences;  S  -  Slope 
differences;  C  =  Equitoblc  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  =  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 


Table  16.  (Concluded) 


Course 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Sex*Ethnicity 

Typing 

Fresh 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

£ 

E 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

E 

MS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Accounting 

Soph 

85-86 

I 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Home  Economics 
Fresh  84-85 

1 

1 

NS 

Fresh 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Soph 

84-85 

I 

1 

NS 

Soph 

85-86 

1 

E 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

E 

NS 

Jr 

85-86 

l 

E 

NS 

Sr 

84-85 

1 

E 

NS 

Computer  Program 
Soph  85-86 

E 

NT 

NS 

Jr 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

1  Jr 

85-86 

1 

NT 

NS 

1  Sr 

1 _ 

84-85 

E 

NT 

NS 

Note,  ns  *  Not  significant;  =  Intercept  differences;  S  ®  Slope 
differences;  E  *  Equitable  test,  no  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  found;  NT  *  Not  tested  due  to  small  sample  sizes. 


IV.  DISCUSSION 

Sample  Characteristics 

In  comparing  the  average  aptitude  composite  scores  of  the 
gender  and  ethnic  subgroups,  the  analysis  resulted  in  outcomes 
which  were  expected.  That  is,  Whites,  on  the  average,  obtained 
higher  scores  on  composites  than  minority  ethnic  group  members. 
White  and  minority  males  obtained  higher  composite  scores,  on  the 
average,  on  composites  containing  quantitative  or  mechanical 
cubtests,  while  the  female  counterparts  obtained  higher  mean 
scores  in  composites  which  included  verbal  and  speeded  subtest. 


General  Linear  Models  Tests 

Thirty  samples  included  both  ethnic  and  gender  information  in 
the  initial  full  Model  1.  Within  these  30  samples,  only  12 
samples  had  enough  subjects  to  investigate  the  contribution  of 
male,  female,  White,  Black,  and  Hispanic  group  membership  in  the 
prediction  of  course  grade.  Eleven  samples  allowed  for  the 
investigation  of  maJe,  female,  White,  and  Black  subgroup  male, 
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information,  while  seven  samples  allowed  for  the  investigation  of 
female.  White  and  Nonwhite  variable  contribut ions  in  the 
prediction  of  final  course  grade. 

Forty-five  samples  had  enough  cases  to  investigate  the 
contribution  of  only  the  ethnicity  var  ables  in  t.ie  ore  'iction  of 
course  grade.  Of  these  4  5  sample:* .  nine  a -lowed  for  the  study  of 
the  White,  Black,  and  Hispanic  gr  p  ember  ship.  ‘nweive  samples 
allowed  for  the  investigation  of  White  nr. .  B]  ack  group 
membership,  while  only  four  samples  allowed  for  th<*j  study  of 
White  and  Hispanic  group  membership.  "'ry  sa;  pit's  ’  ;d  enough 

cases  to  investigate  the  contribution  o  .  **  White  and  HonWhite 

ethnicity  variables  in  the  predict io:  oi  urse  grade.  f. ixt  -two 
samples  had  enough  cases  to  investi  _  to  the  ci"‘-  ributicn  of  the 
male  and  female  variables  in  the  pred  ntion  ci  course  grade. 

Referring  to  Appendix  D,  Figures  \  3,  no  of  Model  1  .s. 

Model  2  comparisons  resulted  in  stotit.r  j.ca}  .-.y  ti-'.'j.f icant 

differences  between  the  full  a, id  restricted  models  This  meant 
all  samples  with  all  composite  predictors  resulted  in  a  failure 
to  reject  the  null  hypothesis,  which  stated  that  the  expected 
differences  in  course  grades  between  the  difference:  of  White 
males  and  Black  males  at  a  given  ASVAB  score  was  equal  to  the 
differences  between  the  differences  at  -very  other  ASVAB  score 
level.  Differences  between  slopes  ( i . e . ,  change  in  grade  per 
unit  change  in  ASVAB  composite  score)  were  constant  across  ethnic 
groups.  Slopes  for  each  ethnic  group  were  different,  but  the 
differences  between  the  slopes  was  constant. 

Subsequent  model  comparisons  revealed  that  none  of  the  ASVAB 
composites  showed  a  systematic  pattern  of  slope  or  intercept 
differences  across  the  various  samples.  However,  there  were 
isolated  occurrances  of  statistically  significant  slope  and/or 
intercept  differences  for  sex  or  ethnic  groups  within  a 
particular  composite  for  some  course  samples.  For  example,  the 
Academic  Ability  composite  showed  a  pattern  of  statistically 
significant  slope  differences  between  the  gender  groups  for 
mathematics  type  courses,  such  as  General  Math  and  Algebra.  This 
pattern  did  not  continue  with  regard  to  Geometry.  A  consistent 
pattern  of  no  test  bias  was  evidenced  for  the  ASVAB  composites 
with  regard  to  the  Calculus  and  Secretary  and  Office  courses. 
The  classification  of  students  and  the  year  course  grades  were 
obtained  did  not  appear  to  have  systematic  patterns  within  ASVAB 
composites  or  across  courses.  Thus,  none  of  the  ASVAB 

composites,  across  the  course  samples,  demonstrated  a  particular 
type  of  systematic  bias  against  a  particular  gender  or  ethnic 
group  - 

When  significant  intercept  differences  between  the  gender 
groups  did  occur,  each  ASVAB  composite  consistently 
underpredicted  females  on  criterion  performance  if  a  common 
regression  line  were  to  be  used.  In  a  similar  fashion,  when 
significant  intercept  differences  for  the  ethnic  groups  were 
found.  Whites  or  Hispanics  were  consistently  underpredicted  on 


the  criterion  performance  if  a  common  regression  line  were  used, 
while  Blacks  or  Nonwhites  were  overpredicted.  The  exception  to 
this  case  was  with  the  Biology  course  samples,  in  which  Blacks 
would  be  underpredicted  in  Biology  course  grade  if  a  common 
regression  were  used. 

In  general,  certain  ASVAB  composites  would  result  in 
significant  slope  and  intercept  differences  if  used  in  the 
prediction  of  particular  course  grades.  Thus,  future  research  is 
warranted  in  the  investigation  of  the  equity  of  the  high  school 
ASVAB  composites,  as  well  as  the  other  composites  included  in 
this  study. 

Future  research  could  investigate  the  degree  of  variance 
within  the  criterion  which  could  be  accounted  for  by  other 
predictor  variables.  Such  factors  as  selective  enrollment  into 
certain  courses,  teacher  grading  styles,  and  curriculum 
differences  across  schools  could  lead  to  differential  prediction 
between  the  subgroups  of  interest.  One  way  to  investigate  these 
aspects  of  the  criterion  is  to  include  a  "school"  vector  among 
the  predictors  or  as  a  stratification  variable  in  defining  the 
samples.  This  would  eliminate  some  of  the  interpretation 
problems  with  statistically  significant  slope  or  intercept 
differences  between  groups  cf  interest. 

Future  research  could  also  investigate  a  change  in  the  initial 
Model  1  vs.  Model  2  comparison.  This  comparison  could  be  altered 
such  that  the  initial  full  Model  1  contained  all  single  and 
interaction  variables,  while  Model  2  excluded  all  interaction 
variables  except  for  the  sex  by  ethnicity  interaction  variable. 
This  could  lead  to  a  clearer  interpretation  of  results  which  test 
the  hypothesis  that  all  slopes  are  equal  for  the  six  g.oups.  The 
more  specific  model  comparisons  for  sex  and  ethnicity  slope  and 
intercept  differences  could  then  be  made  and  interpreted. 

Finallv,  a  consideration  for  future  investigations  would  be  a 
test  for  a  curvilinear  relationship  among  the  variables  instead 
of  using  a  lower  level  of  significance  for  alpha.  This  would 
provide  a  clearer  picture  of  whether  the  variables  did  possess  a 
linear  relationship  as  assumed.  Also,  to  maintain  the  spirit  of 
sequential  testing,  Model  3  could  be  compared  to  Models  7  and  10. 
This  would  eliminate  the  need  to  assume  that  the  coefficients 
associated  with  the  sex  by  ethnicity  interaction  variables  are 
equal  to  zero. 
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APPENDIX  A:  DEFINITIONS  OF  PREDICTOR  VARTART.F.S 

Tabic  A*1.  Definition  of  '’reaictor 

Variables8 

Var i ables 

Rescript ion 

Code 

1 

Apt i tude  Score 

ASVA8  Composite  Score 

2 

Sex  Group  Membership 

(included  in  Types  1-4  aid  9  starting  Models)b 

1  i *  Hale;  0  Otherwise 

3 

Ethnic  Group  Hembershipl 

(included  in  Types  1-8  starting  Models) 

1  if  Unite;  0  Otheiwise 

4 

Ethnic  Group  Hembership2 

(included  in  Types  1  and  5  starting  Models) 

1  if  Black,  0  Otherwise 

5 

Sex  x  Ethnicity  1 

VI  *  V3 

6 

Sex  x  Ethnicity  2 

c 

• 

< 

7 

Apt i tude  x  Sex 

VI  *  v 2 

8 

Aptitude  x  Ethnicity  1 

VI  *  V3 

9 

Apt i tude  x  Ethnici ty  2 

< 

» 

< 

10 

Aptitude  x  Sex  x  Ethnicity  1 

VI  *  V2  *  V3 

11 

Aptitude  x  Sex  x  Ethnicity  2 

VI  *  V2  *  V4 

12 

Male  Gender  Group 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6)c 

1  if  male;  0  Otherwise 

13 

Female  Gender  Group 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6) 

1  if  female;  0  Otherwise 

14 

White  Ethnic  Group 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  ond  6) 

1  if  Wh  i  te;  C  Otherwise 

15 

Black  Ethnic  Group 

(used  in  Models  4,  0,  ond  6  if  enough  subjects) 

1  if  Blark;  0  Otherwise 

16 

Hispanic  Ethnic  Group 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6  if  enough  subjects) 

1  if  Hispanic;  0  Otherwise 

17 

Honwhite  Ethnic  Group 

(used  in  Models  4,  S,  find  6  if  necessary) 

1  if  Honwhite;  0  Otheiwise 

10 

Apt i tude  x  Hale 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  aid  6) 

VI  *  V12 

19 

Aptitude  x  Female 

(used  In  Models  4,  6,  and  G) 

VI  *  V13 
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Table  A- 1 .  (Concluded) 


Variables  Description 


Code 


20 

Hale  x  White 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6) 

V12  ‘ 

V14 

21 

Hale  x  Black 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6  if 

enough  subjects) 

VI 2  * 

V 1 5 

22 

Hale  x  Hispanic 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6  it 

enough  subjects) 

V  i  o  * 

V16 

23 

Male  x  Nonwh  i  te 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6  if 

necessary) 

■  ir 

Vl( 

24 

Female  x  White 

(used  in  dodcls  4,  5,  and  6) 

V13  * 

VI  4 

25 

Female  x  Black 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6  if 

enough  subjects; 

V13  * 

VIS 

CO 

Female  x  Hispanic 

(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6  if 

enough  subjects) 

v  1 3  • 

V16 

27 

Female  x  Nonwhite 

(user)  in  Models  4.  5,  and  A  if 

necessary) 

V13  * 

Vi  7 

28 

Aptitude  x  Male  x  White 
(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6) 

VI  * 

V20 

2V 

Aptitude  x  Mole  x  Block 
(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6  if 

enough  subjects) 

VI  • 

V21 

30 

Aptitude  x  Mole  x  Hispanic 
(used  in  Hodcls  4,  5,  end  6  if 

enough  subjects) 

VI  * 

V22 

31 

Aptitude  x  Hole  x  Nonwhite 
(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6  if 

necessary) 

VI  • 

V23 

32 

Aptitude  x  Female  x  White 
(used  in  Models  4,  5,  and  6) 

VI  • 

V24 

33 

Aptitude  x  Female  x  Black 
(used  in  Hodels  4,  5,  arid  6  if 

enough  subjects) 

VI  * 

V?5 

34 

Aptitude  x  Female  x  Hispanic 
(used  in  Hodcls  4,  5,  and  6  if 

enough  subjects) 

VI  * 

V26 

35 

Aptitude  x  Female  x  Nonwhite 
(used  in  Models  4.  5,  and  6  if 

nee essnr y  > 

VI  • 

V27 

°)hc  unit  vcctoi  is  assigned. 

^'Soc  Table  4  f  or  nc/'ibcrs  that  irvjicnle  t  y(  >*■  of  (wve  sibl«*  stmt  icy  model. 
f  See  A|sjer  >d  i  x  H  for  Hodcls  4.  5.  and  6  eMifiO'.  i  1 1 on. 
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APPENDIX  B:  MODEL  SPECIFICATIONS  WITH  HYPOTHESES  OF  INTEREST  AND 

HIERARCHICAL  MODEL  TESTS 

Table  8 •  1 .  Model  Specifications® 


Model  no. 


Predictor 

Variables*5  Description 


1  (initial  full  model  with 

cthn=  Uh,  Bl ,  His;  genders  m,  f)c 


VI  -  Vi  1 


(initial  full  model  with  V 1  - V 1 1 

ethn-  Uh,  Bl  or  Uh,  His; 
gender-  m,  f) 


ASVAB,  sen,  ethn  1,  ethn  2, 
sex  *  ethn  1, 

sex  *  ethn  2,  ASVAB  *  sex, 

ASVAB  *  ethn  1,  ASVAB  *  ethn  2, 
ASVAB  *  sex  *  ethn  1,  ASVAB  *  sex  * 
ethn  2 

ASVAB,  sex,  ethn  1,  sex  *  ethn  1, 
ASVAB  *  sex,  asVAb  -  ethn  i, 

ASVAB  *  Sex  *  ethn  2 


(initial  full  modei  -  I  ;*■ 
ethn--  Uh,  mui.-h; 
gr-ndorx  m,  f) 


V1-V3,  V5,  v7,  ASVAB,  sex,  ethn  1,  sex  *  ethn  1, 

V8,  V10  ASVAB  *  sex,  ASVAB  *  ethn  1, 

ASVAB  *  sex  *  ethn  1 


3 


A 

5 


6 


7  (initial  full  model  if  only 
gender  differences  tested; 
cthri  not  tested) 


C 


V 


10  (initial  full  inodel  if  only 
ethn  differences  tested; 

C 1  hr,  -  Uti ,  III,  His; 

V'lrJei  .iot  tested) 


V 1 ,  V  2 , 

V3  and/or  vA 
VS  and/or  v6, 
V7,  V8  ord/or 
V9 

VI,  V2, 

V3  and/or  VA , 
V7,  V8  and/ oi 
V9 


ASVAB,  sex,  cthn^,  sex  *  etiin, 
ASVAB  *  sex,  ASVAB  *  "in 


ASVAB,  sex,  ethn,  ASVAB  *  SCx, 
ASVAB  *  ethn 


VI,  VS  and/or 

V6 

ASVAB,  sex,  ethn 

V5  ond/or  v6, 

V7 

ASVAB  *  ethn,  sex  *  ethn 

V  j  and/or  V6, 

V  7 

ASVAB  "  sex,  sex  *  ethn 

< 

< 

r\j 

< 

ASVAB,  sex,  ASVAB  *  sex 

VI,  V2 

ASVAB  ,  r.ox 

Vi 

ASVAB 

VI,  VS,  VA 

Vf),  W 

ASVAB ,  ethn  1 ,  ethn  2 

ASVAB  *  ethn  1,  ASVAB  *  ethn  ? 
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Table  B  •  1 .  (Concluded) 

Predictor 

Model  no.  variables^  description 

(initial  full  model  if  only  Vi,  V 3,  V4,  V8  ASVAR,  ethn  1,  ASVAE  *  cthn  2 

ethn  differences  tested; 
ethn=  Wh,  B' ,  H i s; 
gender  net  tested) 

(initial  full  model  1:  only  Vi,  v3,  V 4,  V8  A5VAB ,  ethn  1,  ASVAB  *  ethn  2 

ethn  differences  tested; 
ethn=  Wh,  Nonwh; 
gender  not  tested) 

11  VI,  V3,  and/or  V4  ASVAB,  ethn1* 

12  VI  ASVAB 

31he  unit  vector  is  assumed. 

k.'oi  ioblcs  numbers  referenced  in  Table  A-1. 

ccthn  =  ethnic  i  ty;  Uh=Whites,  Bl=Black,  H  i  s  =  H  i  spamc ,  Nonwh  =  Nonwh  i  t e . 

^Ethnicity  being  defined  according  to  which  initial  full  model  was  used. 
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Table  B-2.  Hypotheses  of  Interest 


Mcdoi  Comparison  Mathematical  Hypothesis'*  Natural  Language  Hypothesis 


Model  1  vs.  Model  2 


u  ♦  sex  4  ethn  ♦  ASVAB  ♦ 

(WM.ii 

■  6Hai)  • 

(ufa  i 

-  3Fai)= 

Expected  differences  of  uhite  males 

(sex  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 

<UMaj 

■  BMaj)  - 

<Uf3) 

•  BFaj) 

and  Black,  males  at  a  given  ASVAB 

(ethn  *  ASVAB)  + 

score  is  equal  to  the  differences 

(sex  *  ethn)  + 

orxj 

between  the  differences  at  every 

(sex  *  ethn  *  ASVAB) 

other  ASVAB  score  level. 

(WHa. 

•  HMaj)  • 

( WFai 

-  HFa  j  )  = 

Differences  Irelween  slopes  is 

u  *  sex  ♦  ethn  *  ASVAb  ♦ 

(WMaj 

•  HMaj)  • 

(WFaj 

-  Hfaj) 

constant  across  ethnic  groups. 

(sex  *  ASVAB)  * 

(ethn  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 

thus 

f.CX  *  er.i.11) 

(BMai 

•  hMai)  • 

( 6  f  a  i 

•  H  F  a  i )  = 

(BKaj 

•  HMaj)  - 

(Bfoj 

•  Hf  ej ) 

Model  2  vs.  Hcdel  3 


2. 

y 

=  U  ♦  sex  +  ethn  +  ASVAB  ♦ 

(UMal  - 

8Ha , )  •  (Wfaj  - 

Bcai)  =  0 

Differences  between  expected 

(sex  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 

values  for  males  and  females  at  a 

(ethn  *  ASVAB)  * 

ar<J 

given  ASVAB  score  are  constant 

(sex  *  ethn) 

across  ethnic  groups.  Conversely, 

(UHai  - 

HMai>  *  (Wfai  * 

Hfai)  =  0 

differences  between  the  expected 

3. 

Y 

=  u  *  sex  ♦  ethn  *  ASVAB  ♦ 

values  of  ethnic  groups  at  a  given 

(sex  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 

and 

ASVAB  score  are  constant  across 

(ethn  *  ASVAB) 

gender  groups. 

(BMj,  • 

H«at)  •  (Bfai  ’ 

HFai)  X  0 

Model  2  vs.  Model  A 

2. 

Y 

-  M  ♦  F  ♦  U  ♦  B  ♦  H  • 

UMai 

-  UM0)  =  Wf a i  - 

Ufa; 

Tests  that  there  is  no  interaction 

ASVAB  ♦  (M  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 

between  ASVAB  and  each  of  the 

(F  *  ASVAB)  ♦  (W  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 

or 

categorical  variables  (i.e.,  sex 

(B  •  ASVAB)  ♦  (H  ‘  ASVAB)  ♦ 

and  ethnicity).  Differences 

(M  *  U)  *  (F  *  W)  ♦ 

BMai 

-  BMaj  =  BFa j  - 

Bfoj 

between  the  expected  values  for  all 

(M  *  B)  ♦  (F  *  8)  * 

six  sex  and  ethnicity  categai  ios 

(M  *  II)  *  (F  *  M) 

or 

ai  c  constant . 

f.T 

HMa  , 

•  HMaj  -  HFal  • 

H  f  a  j 

y  =  M  *  F  ♦  W  ♦  Blor  H,  or  NW)  ♦ 
ASVA6  *  (M  *  ASVAB )  * 

(F  *  ASVAB)  ♦  (U  •  ASVAB )  * 

( 8 (ci  H,  or  NW)  *  ASVAB )  * 

<M  •  W)  ♦  (F  *  u;  • 

(M.  *  B  ( or  II,  or  NW))  * 

(F  *  B  ( rtr  ||,  or  >,u; ) 
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Table  8-2.  (Continued) 


Model  Comparison 


Mathematical  Hypothesis3 


Natural  Language  Hypothesis 


Hcdel  2  vs.  Model  U 


4  •  y 


ASVA3  ♦  CM  *  U)  * 

(  F  •  W)  ♦  (M  *  B )  ♦ 

(F  *  0)  *  CM  *  H)  ♦  CF  *  H) 


or 


v  =  ASVA8  ♦  (K  *  U)  ♦ 

(F  *  W>  + 

(M  *  B(or  H,  or  NU>)  <■ 
<F  *  B ( or  H,  or  NU)) 


Model  2  vs.  Model  5 


M  * 

f  ♦ 

W  ♦  6 

♦  H  * 

M.M,  =  fWAi 

AS'. 

'A0  ♦ 

CM  * 

ASVAB)  ♦ 

(F 

*  ASVAB)  * 

(W  *  ASVAB)  * 

nr*d 

(3 

*  ASVAB)  ♦ 

(H  *  ASVAB)  « 

(M 

*  w> 

*  (F 

*  W)  ♦ 

=  pRn» 

(M 

*  0) 

♦  (‘ 

*  B)  ♦ 

<H 

‘  n; 

*  l  ? 

*  r, ) 

«ir>d 

cr  Mha  j  =  Fhoi 

y  =  M  ♦  F  ♦  W  ♦  Bloc H,  ot  NU)  ♦ 

A SLAB  *  (M  •  ASVAB )  ♦ 

(f  *  ASVAB)  *  (W  *  ASVAB)  * 

(B(or  H,  cr  HU>  *  ASVAB)  * 

CM  '  W)  ♦  (f  *  U)  ♦ 

<M  *  BCor  H,  or  NW>)  « 

(F  *  RCor  II,  or  NV)) 


Tests  that  male  and  female  slopes 
arc  equal.  Differences  of  expected 
values  of  White  males  and  Uhite 
females  ore  constant  across  all 
ASVAB  levels.  Differences  of 
expected  values  of  Black  males  and 
females  are  constant  across  ail 

asvab  levels. 


5.  y  =  (ASVAB  *  U)  *  (ASVAB  *  B)  ♦ 
(ASVAB  *  K)  *  (M  *  W)  ♦ 


(F 

*  U)  ♦ 

(M  • 

B)  *  (f  * 

CM 

•  h)  ♦ 

(F  * 

M) 

(AS 

)AB  * 

W)  ♦ 

(AS 

v  AC  * 

fHor  H ,  of  NW>) 

CM 

*  w>  ♦ 

(f  *  U)  ♦ 

(M 

“  B  { or 

H,  cr  Km))  * 

<f 

*  B  (  or 

K  f  or  NU’;  ) 
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Table  8-2.  (Continued) 


Model  Comparison  Mathematical  Hypothesis0  Natural  Language  Hypotheses 


Model  2  vs.  Model  6 


2. 


H+F+W+B  +  H* 
ASVAB  ♦  (H  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 


Hna i  =  Bma l 


Tests  that  ethnic  group  slopes  are 
equr. .  Differences  of  expected 


(f 

* 

ASVAB)  ♦ 

(W  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 

and 

values  of  White  end 

Black  males 

(B 

* 

ASVAB)  4 

(H  *  ASVAB)  4 

are  constant  across 

all  ASVAB 

(M 

* 

W)  4  (f 

*  U;  4 

hfai  =  Bfai 

levels.  Differences  of  expected 

(H 

* 

B)  -  (f 

»  B)  4 

values  of  White  and 

Hispanic  males 

(M 

* 

H)  ♦  (f 

*  H) 

and 

arc  constant  across 

ell  ASVAB 

6. 


yrM«F+W*  8(or  H,  or  NU)  * 
ASVA8  ♦  (M  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 

(F  •  ASVAB)  «  (U  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 
(8(or  II,  or  NW)  *  ASVAB)  ♦ 

(M  •  U)  ♦  (F  *  U)  ♦ 

(M  *  B(or  H,  or  NU))  ♦ 

(f  *  fl(  or  H,  or  NU)) 

y  =  (M  *  ASVAB)  «  ( F  *  ASVAB)  4 
(M  •  W>  ♦  (F  *  W)  ♦  (M  *  B)  ♦ 
(f  *  B)  ♦  (M  ‘  H)  4  (F  *  II) 


Hr-,  i  =  Hmai 
and 

Wfai  "  Hfai 


levels.  Differences  of  expected 
values  of  White  end  Black  females 
are  constant  across  all  ASVAB 
levels.  Differences  of  expected 
values  of  Uhitc  and  Hispanic 
females  are  constant  across  all 
all  ASVAB  levels. 


y  =  (M  *  ASVAB)  4  [f  «  ASVAB)  * 

(M  *  W)  4  (f  «  U)  4 

(M  *  B(or  H,  or  NU))  4 
<F  *  B(or  II,  or  NU)) 

H odel  7  vs.  Model  8 


7.  y  =  u  4  ASVAB  ♦  sex  ♦ 
(sex  *  ASVAO) 

5.  y  -  u  +  ASVAO  +  sex. 


Mai  '  fai  :  Hnj  *  Fnj  Assuncs  coefficients  for  sex  * 

ethnicity  variables  ore  equal  to  0. 
Tests  that  male  and  femate  stopes 
are  equal.  Differences  of  exoecte-d 
values  of  male  and  female  are 
constant  across  all  ASVAB  levels. 

M c-dol  0  vs.  Model  9 


0.  y  =  u  *  ASVAB  4  sox  M0, 

V.  y  =  u  *  ASVAB 


-  F0j  Tests  that  male  and  female 

regression  lines  intercept  the 
y  axis  (i.c.  criteria)  at  equal 
points.  Differences  of  expected 
volues  ot  mole  and  female  ore 
constant  ocror.r  at  I  ASVAB  levels 


4  00 


Tabic  B-2.  (Concluded) 


Model  Comparison 


Mathematical  Hypothesis8  Natural  Language  Hypothesis 


Model  10  vs.  Model  11 


10.  y  =  ASVAB  ♦  cthn  ♦  Uai  ■  8ai  =  Wnj  -  Baj 

(ethn  *  ASVA8 ) 

and 

11.  y  =  u  +  ASVAB  ♦  cthn 

Uai  -  Hoi  =  Uaj  -  Haj 


Asscxncs  coefficients  for  sex  * 
ethnicity  variables  ore  equal  to  0. 
Tests  that  ethnic  groups  slopes  are 
equal.  Differences  of  expected 
values  of  Whites  and  Blacks  are 
constant  across  all  ASVAB  levels. 
Differences  of  expected  values  of 
White  and  Hispanic  ore  constont 
across  oil  ASVAB  levels. 


Mode l  11  vs.  Model  12 


u  ♦  ASVAB  ♦  ethn 

wai  =  Bai 

Tests  that  ethnic  group  regression 
lines  intercept  the  y  axis  (i.c.. 

U  ♦  ASVAB 

aixl 

criteria)  at  equal  points.  Asscmes 
differences  of  expected  values  of 

W;,i  =  Hai 

Whites  and  Blacks  are  constant  and 

expected  values  of  Whites  and 

Hispanics  are  constant. 

aUs ing  al l 
f=fcmoles,  ai*a 


three  ethnic  groups  for 
given  ASVAB  score  level. 


illustrative  purposes;  with 
and  aj=another  given  ASVAB 


W=White,  B=Black, 
score  level . 


HsHispanic,  M=Males, 


01 


Figure  B-1.  Hierarch, ical  F-Test  Comparisons 
(Aptitude  by  Sex  by  Ethnicity) 
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Figure  B-2.  Hierarchical  F-Test  Comparisons 

(Aptitude  by  Sex) 


Figure  B-3.  Hierarchical  F-Test  Comparisons 

(Aptitude  by  Ethnicity) 


of  one  group 


APPENDIX  C:  SUMMARY  STATISTICS  FOR  COMPOSITES 


Table  C- 1  ■  Suirnary  Statistics  for  Composites  (White  Hales) 


M 

Mean 

Median 

Mode 

Std  Dev 

.  Variance 

Range 

Min 

Max 

Skew 

Kurt 

Subtest  Composite 

282b 

2.153 

2.143 

1.654 

.705 

.497 

3.744 

.226 

3.970 

.103 

-.699 

Academic  Abi  l  ity 

2825 

92.923 

93.000 

94.000 

16.284 

265.157 

76.000 

52.000 

128.000 

-.004 

-.816 

AFQT 

2325 

185.939 

185.000 

160.00C 

31.758 

1008.597 

148.000 

109.000 

257.000 

.048 

-.801 

Verbal 

2825 

137. 1S8 

139.000 

127.000 

26.051 

678.630 

125.000 

66.000 

191.000 

-.203 

-.815 

Hath 

2825 

96.120 

94.000 

82.000 

16.126 

260.044 

74.000 

60.000 

134.000 

.409 

-.695 

General 

2825 

59.096 

59.378 

64.902 

8.571 

73.463 

47.646 

32.499 

80.145 

-.140 

-.608 

Mechanical  8  Crafts 

2825 

192.512 

193.000 

199.000 

28.464 

810.203 

162.000 

109.000 

271.000 

.070 

-.631 

Business  &  Cterical 

2825 

140.046 

140.000 

125.000 

21.752 

473.144 

117.000 

82.000 

199.000 

-.036 

-.502 

Electronics 

2825 

189.910 

188.000 

188.000 

29.537 

872.414 

153.000 

112.000 

265.000 

.145 

-.668 

Health,  Social  &  Tech 

2825 

141.457 

141 .000 

138.000 

23.537 

553.987 

121.000 

77.000 

198.000 

.028 

-.788 

Perceptual  Speed 

2825 

97.865 

99.000 

101.000 

16.754 

280.682 

91.000 

43.000 

134.000 

-.267 

-.212 

Technic?1 

2825 

144.490 

145.000 

130.000 

22.364 

500.169 

126.000 

79.000 

205.000 

.038 

-  .619 

Table  C-2.  Suimary  Statistics  for  Composites  (White  Females) 


N 

Mean 

Median 

Mode 

Std  Dev.  Variance  Range 

Min 

Max 

Skew 

Kurt 

Subtest  Composite 

2664 

2.376 

2.360 

2.043 

.626 

.392 

3.447 

.536 

3.983 

.058 

-.465 

Academic  Abi  l  ity 

2664 

91.569 

91.000 

93.000 

14.618 

213.673 

76.000 

52.000 

129.000 

.083 

-  .618 

AFOT 

2664 

184.892 

184.000 

166.000 

28.522 

813.513 

152.000 

106.000 

258.000 

.126 

-.598 

Verbal 

2664 

135.185 

136.000 

125.000 

22.836 

521.464 

126.000 

63.000 

189.000 

CO 

o 

-.622 

Math 

2664 

94.874 

93.000 

82.0G0 

14.545 

211.551 

72.000 

62.000 

134.000 

.483 

-.422 

General 

2664 

57.178 

57.084 

48.973 

6.874 

47.249 

44.326 

32.511 

76.838 

.011 

-.305 

Mechanical  8  Crafts 

2664 

172.160 

170.000 

165.000 

20.195 

407.819 

144.000 

110.000 

254.000 

.419 

•  .018 

Business  &  Clerical 

2664 

145.009 

145.000 

143.000 

19.545 

382.026 

116.000 

82.000 

198.000 

(> 

o 

-.275 

Electronics 

2664 

181.496 

179.000 

170.000 

24.273 

589.200 

145.000 

111.000 

256.000 

.342 

-.333 

Health,  Social  &  Tech 

2664 

134.623 

133.000 

133.000 

19.608 

384.471 

113.000 

81.000 

194.000 

.209 

-.443 

Perceptual  Speed 

2664 

105.253 

07.000 

113.000 

15.625 

244.140 

86.000 

48.000 

134.000 

-.506 

.114 

Technical 

2664 

125.600 

124.000 

121.000 

14.608 

213.381 

110.000 

80.000 

190.000 

.429 

.247 

Table 

C  3.  Suimary  Statist 

ics  for  Composites 

(Black  Males) 

N 

Hee  i 

Med  ten 

Mode 

Std  Oev. 

Var i ancc 

Range 

Min 

Max 

Skew 

Kurt 

Subtest  Composite 

575 

1.716 

1.691 

1.738 

.529 

.200 

3.310 

.487 

3.797 

.402 

.249 

Academic  Abi  l  i  ty 

575 

76.988 

76.000 

79.000 

12.339 

152.242 

81.000 

46.000 

127.000 

.643 

.363 

AFQT 

575 

155.682 

154.000 

132.000 

23.657 

559.677 

152.000 

102.000 

254.000 

.677 

.434 

Verbal 

575 

108.546 

105.000 

104.000 

20.681 

427.705 

125.000 

63.000 

188.000 

.731 

.314 

Math 

575 

84.148 

83.000 

79.000 

11.033 

121.736 

70.000 

62.000 

132.000 

1.049 

1.426 

General 

575 

50.368 

49.946 

34.404 

6.323 

39.985 

46.496 

34.404 

80.901 

.500 

.624 

Mechanical  &  Crafts 

575 

160.666 

157.000 

146.000 

19.590 

383.777 

154.000 

111.000 

265.000 

.935 

1.566 

Business  S  Clerical 

575 

124.245 

124.000 

O 

o 

o 

-T 

18.996 

360.365 

117.000 

80.000 

19"'.  000 

.171 

-.317 

E  1  ectroni  cs 

575 

160.555 

158.000 

148.000 

20.783 

431 .934 

147.000 

119.000 

266.000 

.987 

1.428 

Health,  Social  &  Tech 

575 

116.536 

; 14 .ooo 

112.000 

17.054 

290.845 

110.000 

84.000 

194.000 

.765 

.658 

.'’erceptual  Speed 

575 

95.240 

96.000 

92.000 

20.542 

421.988 

87.000 

46.000 

133.000 

-  .069 

-.678 

T  echnttai 

575 

119.445 

116.000 

112.000 

15.935 

253.913 

126.000 

73.000 

199.000 

.849 

1 .427 

405 


Table  C-4.  Sumary  Statistics  for  Composites  (Slack  Females) 


N 

Kean 

Median 

Mode 

Std  Dev 

.  Variance  Range 

Min 

Max 

Skew 

Kurt 

Subtest  Composite 

684 

1.873 

1.840 

1.068 

.489 

.239 

2.722 

.641 

3.363 

.329 

.011 

Academic  Abi  l  i  ty 

684 

76. 142 

75.000 

75.000 

10.314 

106.388 

63.000 

52.000 

115.000 

.677 

.53? 

AFQT 

684 

154.854 

152.000 

146.000 

20.345 

413.938 

118.000 

115.000 

233.000 

.728 

.525 

Verbal 

684 

107.750 

106.000 

95.000 

17.8G2 

316.905 

98.000 

73.000 

171 .000 

.712 

.418 

Math 

684 

33.713 

82.000 

79.000 

V.57S 

91.681 

57.000 

63.000 

120.000 

.899 

1.310 

General 

684 

50.199 

49.931 

36.198 

4.841 

23.431 

30.392 

36.198 

66.589 

.282 

.253 

Mechanical  &  Crafts 

684 

151.775 

151.000 

150.000 

11.698 

136.854 

81.000 

115.000 

196.000 

.459 

.620 

Business  S  Clerical 

684 

130.456 

130.000 

131 .000 

17.908 

320.679 

88. COO 

87.000 

175.000 

.035 

-.420 

Electronics 

684 

1 56.599 

155.000 

145. OCU 

16.070 

258.235 

100.000 

115.000 

215.000 

.648 

.485 

Health,  Social  S  Tech 

684 

113.629 

112.000 

111.000 

12.567 

157.926 

71.000 

86.000 

157.000 

.619 

.472 

Perceptual  Speed 

684 

104.737 

106.000 

131. 00G 

19.528 

381.345 

91.000 

43.000 

134.000 

-.355 

-.604 

Technical 

684 

111.203 

111.000 

112.000 

9.182 

84.303 

67.000 

76.000 

143.000 

.205 

.582 

Table  C 

5.  Surmary  Statistics  for  Composites 

(Hispanic 

Males) 

N 

Mean 

Med  ion 

Mode 

Std  Dev. 

Variance  Range 

Min 

Max 

Skew 

Kurt 

Subtfesl  Compos  i  te 

330 

'  .764 

i.719 

1.164 

.529 

.280 

2.741 

.468 

3.209 

.233 

-.207 

Academic  Abi  l  i  ty 

330 

79.070 

78.000 

84.000 

13.099 

171.591 

68.000 

54.000 

122.000 

.460 

-  .004 

AFQT 

330 

158.588 

158.000 

163.000 

24.633 

606.778 

135.000 

106.000 

241.000 

.442 

-.021 

Verbal 

330 

111.206 

109.000 

102.000 

20.915 

437.447 

109.000 

63.000 

172.000 

.540 

.051 

Math 

330 

86.291 

84.000 

82.000 

12.116 

146.797 

67.000 

62.000 

129.000 

.913 

.703 

General 

330 

51.768 

51.437 

58.656 

6.826 

46.588 

36.178 

3 (.269 

73.448 

.183 

-.369 

Mechanical  &  Crafts 

330 

167.042 

164.000 

150.000 

23.601 

557.019 

132.00 

121.000 

253.000 

.619 

-.011 

Business  L  Clerical 

330 

126.055 

125.000 

118.000 

19.481 

379.523 

99.000 

81.000 

180.000 

.139 

.454 

Electronics 

330 

165.179 

163.000 

158.000 

21.973 

482.804 

133.000 

116.000 

249.000 

.556 

.259 

Health,  Soc i a l  &  Tech 

330 

120.721 

120.000 

120.000 

19.037 

362.421 

104.000 

83.000 

187.000 

.483 

-.133 

Perceptual  Speed 

330 

97.073 

97.500 

85.000 

20.256 

410.317 

88.000 

46.000 

134.000 

-.183 

-.436 

Technical 

330 

124.121 

122.000 

114.000 

19.063 

363.383 

102.000 

87.000 

189.000 

.623 

-.008 

Table  C-6.  Summary  Statistics  for  Composites  (Hispanic  Females) 


N 

Mean 

Median 

Mode 

Std  Dev. 

Variance 

Range 

Min 

Max 

Skew 

<urt 

Subtest  Composi  te 

684 

2.087 

2.072 

1.521 

.558 

.311 

3.221 

.381 

3.602 

.108 

-.054 

Academic  Abi  l  i  ty 

684 

82.406 

81.000 

76.000 

13.261 

175.864 

74.000 

52.000 

126.000 

.335 

-.277 

AFOT 

684 

166.846 

164.000 

159.000 

25.603 

655.530 

145.000 

107.000 

252.000 

.375 

-.110 

Verbal 

684 

117.858 

117.000 

104.000 

20.869 

435.516 

114.000 

68.000 

182.000 

.245 

-.410 

Math 

684 

88.273 

86.000 

82.000 

12.149 

147.605 

76.000 

55.000 

131.000 

.759 

.559 

General 

684 

52.68? 

52.507 

45.733 

5.599 

31.346 

35.702 

33.188 

70.890 

.050 

.108 

Mcchani-M  &  Crafts 

684 

158.991 

158. 000 

157.000 

15.724 

247.230 

94.00 

120.000 

214.000 

.396 

.363 

Bus  i  ness  t  C  ler  ical 

684 

135.972 

137.000 

140.000 

18.142 

329.131 

104. CO 

79.000 

183.000 

-  .317 

.104 

Electron'cs 

684 

165.294 

163.000 

156.000 

19.536 

381.651 

110.000 

120.000 

230.000 

.479 

.170 

Heal  th,  Soci  al  A  Tech 

684 

121.181 

121.000 

110.000 

17.050 

290.702 

100.000 

80.000 

180.000 

.390 

.05' 

Perceptual  Speed 

684 

104.256 

104.000 

103.000 

17.111 

292.785 

91.000 

43.000 

134.000 

-.376 

.004 

Technical 

684 

115.871 

115.56) 

114.000 

11.385 

129.620 

76.000 

84.000 

160.000 

.284 

.515 
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APPENDIX  D 


F-TESTS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  FOR  COMPOSITES 


T able  D • 1 .  F-Tests  ot  Significance  for  Academic  Ability  Composite 


Comparison 


R2 


F-Test  Comparison  Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df)  df2  r 


English  I  •  IV  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  Wh i tc. 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3 -way 

Interaction  Test  (AS 'AB*sex*ethnici  ty) 

1 

2 

.2420 

.2406 

.00133 

2 

2,422 

2.13 

Sex  & 

Ethnicity  I nteract i on  Test 

2 

3 

.2406 

.2359 

.00470 

2 

2,424 

7.50 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup 

2 

4 

.2406 

.2385 

.00215 

3 

2,424 

2.29 

English  I  -  IV  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (fcthnic'ty  =  Uhite,  Black  i.  Hispanic) 


3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2015 

.1998 

.00173 

2 

1,989 

2.16 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1998 

.1972 

.00265 

2 

1,991 

3.30 

Slope  Difference;  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1884 

.1882 

.00012 

1 

1,997 

0.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Se~ 

8 

9 

.1882 

.1523 

.03595 

1 

1,998 

88.49 

Slope  Oi  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1599 

.1539 

.00601 

2 

1,995 

7.13 

English  1  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnic 

i  ty  =  Uhite 

,  Black  & 

H i spanic ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2568 

.2566 

.00018 

2 

2,296 

0.28 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2566 

.2551 

.00150 

2 

2,298 

2.31 

Slope  Differences  fir  Sex 

7 

8 

.2543 

.2485 

.00580 

1 

2,304 

17.94 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1963 

.1963 

.00004 

2 

2,302 

0.C5 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1963 

.1952 

.00109 

2 

2,304 

1.56 

English  I  •  IV  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  =  White 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-uay  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2354 

.2344 

.00107 

2 

1,942 

1.36 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2343 

.2334 

.00095 

2 

1,944 

1.21 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2270 

.2200 

.00699 

1 

1,950 

17.63 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1678 

.1671 

.00069 

2 

1,948 

0.80 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1671 

.1592 

.00784 

2 

1,950 

9.17 

English  1  •  IV  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici 

ty  =  Whi te, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2422 

.2421 

.00010 

2 

1,721 

0.11 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.2421 

.2419 

.00027 

2 

1,723 

0.31 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2396 

.2330 

.00661 

1 

1,729 

15.03 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1572 

.1565 

.00067 

2 

1,727 

0.69 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1565 

.1550 

.00148 

2 

1,729 

1.52 

English  I  -  IV  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnici 

cy  -  Uh  i  tt- 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2141 

.2140 

.00008 

1 

1,258 

C.  13 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2140 

.2140 

.00004 

1 

1,259 

0.07 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2139 

.2073 

.00656 

1 

1,262 

10.53 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2073 

.1238 

.08350 

1 

1,263 

133.03 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

11 

.1240 

.1238 

.00021 

1 

1,262 

0.31 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1238 

.1238 

.00002 

1 

1,263 

0.03 
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Table  D-1 .  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Corrparison  Full  Restricted  full  Restricted  R^Chenge  df i  d<2  F 


English  !  -  IV  1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  - 

White, 

Black  &  Hi 

E panic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

1981 

.1966 

.00149 

2 

1,275 

1.19 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

1966 

.1960 

.00065 

2 

1,277 

0.52 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

1851 

.1823 

.00278 

1 

1,283 

4.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

1823 

.1545 

.02783 

1 

1,284 

43.71 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

1616 

.1546 

.00700 

2 

i,2ei 

5.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1546 

.1545 

.00012 

2 

1,283 

0.09 

General  Math  1984  1985 

f  reshmen 

(E  thnic i ty 

=  White, 

Black  &  Hi 

spanic ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*tthr.icity) 

i 

2 

.0743 

.0728 

.00158 

2 

1,167 

0.99 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0728 

.0692 

.00353 

2 

1,169 

2.23 

Slope  Differences  for  "ox 

7 

6 

.0672 

.0655 

.00179 

1 

1,175 

2.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0655 

.0564 

.00902 

1 

1,176 

11.35 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0591 

.0590 

.00015 

2 

1,173 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0590 

.0564 

.00253 

2 

1,175 

1.56 

General  Hath  1985  -  1986 

f reshnon 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  i 

.  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*cthnic i t y ) 

1 

2 

.0315 

.0315 

.0C001 

1 

549 

0.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0315 

.0293 

.00220 

1 

550 

1.25 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0218 

.0190 

.00287 

1 

553 

1.62 

Intercept  Differences  for 

8 

9 

.0190 

.0130 

.00595 

1 

554 

3.36 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0211 

.0137 

.00745 

1 

553 

4.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0137 

.0130 

.00065 

1 

554 

0.37 

General  Math  1984  •  1985 

Sophomore 

(Dthnici ty 

=  White, 

,  Block  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.0674 

.0659 

.00150 

2 

736 

0.59 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0659 

.0602 

.00564 

2 

738 

2.23 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0508 

.0508 

.00000 

1 

744 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0508 

.0474 

.00342 

1 

745 

2.69 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0571 

.0552 

.00185 

- 

742 

C.73 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0552 

.0474 

.00786 

2 

744 

3.10 

General  Math  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  1 nteract i on  Test  (ASVA9*sex*rthnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1075 

.1014 

.00608 

1 

305 

2.08 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1014 

.0992 

.00227 

1 

306 

0.77 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0823 

.0317 

.00063 

1 

309 

0.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0817 

.0463 

.03540 

1 

310 

11.95 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0621 

.0601 

.00201 

1 

309 

0.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.0601 

.0463 

.01381 

1 

310 

4.56 

General  Math  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(tthnu  ity  = 

unite  8 

Black) 

3-way  I  nteract  i  on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethm  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.0546 

.0541 

.00043 

1 

266 

0.12 

Sex  A  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0541 

.0541 

,or,r*03 

1 

267 

0.0 1 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0498 

.0481 

.00167 

1 

270 

0.47 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

6 

9 

.  G4C1 

A*V»/ 

.  S/1.  »-** 

.02568 

1 

271 

7  81 

Siopc  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0258 

.0258 

.00001 

1 

270 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnic’ty 

11 

12 

.0258 

.0224 

.0033/ 

1 

271 

0.94 
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T  able  0  - 1 .  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


ft 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

(^Change 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

General  Math  1985  -  1988  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1175 

.1161 

.00143 

1 

222 

0.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1161 

.0885 

.02763 

1 

223 

6.97  * 

General  Math  1935  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  -  White  f,  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slop?  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1114 

.1078 

.00362 

1 

195 

0.79 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1078 

.1056 

.00217 

1 

196 

0.48 

General  Math  1984  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  net 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0922 

.0842 

.00800 

• 

230 

2.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0842 

.0819 

.00029 

1 

231 

0.07 

General  Math  1934  -  IVtS 

Seme*  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Block)  (Sex  no 

t  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1244 

.1235 

.00094 

1 

203 

0.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1275 

.1054 

.01811 

1 

204 

4.22 

Algeoro  1984  -  1985 

f  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  * 

white  & 

Nor.whi  te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8‘scx*c-lhmc  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1838 

.1764 

.  00  733 

1 

1,180 

10.59  • 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1/64 

.1764 

.00001 

1 

1,181 

0.01 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1745 

.1733 

.00123 

1 

1,184 

1.76 

t-.  •  r  r  .  c  .  i  .  .  r 

O 

i-i 

1  -XV  x 

1  XXI 

n/  nsc 

i 

1  ICC 

ty  yr,  «* 

l  'iVVi  llpl  i/I  II  VI  CllVt-v  •  w* 

u 

T 

•  •  1  ■>  J 

•  •  • 

.  w-»vw  ^ 

1 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1385 

.1358 

.002(3 

1 

1,184 

3.75 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1358 

.1331 

.00274 

1 

1 ,  ICS 

3.76 

Algeb-e  1935  -  1986 

F  reshnen 

(Et.micity 

White  & 

Njnwhi te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*scx*cinni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1895 

.1895 

.00000 

1 

708 

O.Uu 

Sex  &  Ethn<city  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1895 

.1878 

.00171 

1 

709 

1.50 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1843 

.1843 

.00000 

1 

712 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.18-43 

.1425 

.04185 

1 

713 

36.58 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1459 

.1453 

.00052 

1 

7  12 

0.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1453 

.1-25 

.00286 

1 

713 

2.39 

Algebra  1984  -  1988 

5c.|>hoiiinr  C- 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White 

L  norrwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*cthnl c i t y ) 

1 

2 

.1271 

.1271 

.00000 

1 

871 

0.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.1271 

.1214 

.00566 

1 

872 

5.66 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex. 

7 

8 

.1189 

.1163 

.00265 

1 

875 

2.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1163 

.0901 

.02620 

1 

876 

25.97  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0920 

.0905 

.00155 

1 

875 

1.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

1? 

.0905 

.0901 

. 0004 1 

1 

376 

0.39 

Algr-L'in  1VC5  -  1986 

Sophorrxj'  c 

(  E  thrm.  I  ty 

=  white 

i  Nonwhilc) 

3-wa/  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.123/ 

.1236 

. 00005 

1 

617 

C  .03 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.1236 

.  1218 

.00185 

1 

618 

1.31 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1156 

.1150 

.00062 

1 

621 

0.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex. 

8 

9 

.1150 

.09/5 

.01 755 

1 

62? 

12.33  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1017 

.100? 

.00153 

1 

621 

1.06 

Intercept  Differences  fur  Ld-rucity 

11 

12 

.1002 

.09/5 

.00275 

1 

622 

1 .  '.V 

T able  D- 1  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

Al9cbra 

1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity 

=  White  6 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA6*sex*ethnici ty)  1 

1 

t 

.1769 

.1743 

.00058 

1 

489 

0.35 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1743 

.1730 

.00129 

1 

400 

0.77 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1642 

.1639 

.00033 

1 

493 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1639 

.1341 

.02974 

i 

494 

17.57  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1425 

.1389 

.00359 

1 

493 

2.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1389 

.1341 

.00479 

1 

494 

2.75 

Algebra  1985  ■ 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Oi'fercnces  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1283 

.1207 

.00761 

1 

273 

2.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1207 

.1131 

.00757 

1 

274 

2.36 

Algebra  1985 

-  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Honwhito)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

'1 

.1297 

.1172 

.01248 

1 

273 

3.91 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.11/2 

.1131 

.004 11 

1 

274 

1.27 

Algebra  198-4  - 

1935  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slop>c  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1440 

.1349 

.00913 

1 

265 

2.83 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1349 

.0960 

.03883 

1 

266 

11.94  ** 

Al;cbro  1924 

-  1985  Sonic."  (Ethnicity  -  Wh  i 

tc  £  Non#. 

hitc)  (Sox  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1207 

.1038 

.01687 

1 

265 

5.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1038 

.0960 

.00777 

1 

266 

2.31 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnic i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2301 

.2300 

.00007 

1 

511 

0.C5 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2300 

.2241 

.00590 

1 

512 

3.92 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  -  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  test 

ed) 

Slope-  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2269 

.2245 

.00238 

2 

5.9 

0.78 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2245 

.2241 

.00041 

2 

511 

0.14 

Geometry  1984 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2233 

.2232 

.00006 

1 

561 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2233 

.2141 

.00910 

1 

562 

6.58 

Geometry  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (E 

thni c i ty  =  White,  Black 

S  Hispanic)  (Sex  rot  to 

sted) 

3 1 ope  Di f f crcnccs  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2274 

.2178 

.00956 

2 

559 

3.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2178 

.2142 

.00365 

2 

561 

1.31 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986  Sopho'iore 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

S 

.2397 

.2^91 

. 00034 

1 

410 

0.18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2393 

.2149 

.02444 

1 

411 

13.20  ** 

4  10 


Table  D- 1 .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-lest  Conparison  Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R2Change  df)  df2  F 


Geometry  1985 

•  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

White  8  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.2546 

2338 

.02086 

1 

371 

10.39  1 

Geometry  1984  - 

1985 

Junior  (Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.2086 

2052 

.00335 

1 

305 

1.29 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.2052 

.1838 

.02143 

1 

306 

8.25  ’ 

Geometry  1984 

-  1985 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nor.xhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  0  i  f  ferr-'ces  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.1866 

.  1860 

.00051 

1 

305 

0.19 

Intercept  D  .  ences  for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1860 

.1838 

.00227 

1 

3C6 

0.86 

Geometry  1935  - 

1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.  1800 

.1778 

.00214 

1 

123 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.1778 

.1646 

.01328 

1 

124 

2.00 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  net 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.2891 

.2290 

.06C14 

1 

123 

10.41 

Geometry  1984  ■ 

•  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.2335 

.2299 

.00358 

1 

107 

0.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.2299 

.2290 

.00091 

1 

109 

0.13 

Geometry  1984 

-  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  £  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.2481 

.2426 

.00552 

1 

107 

0.79 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.2426 

.2290 

.01361 

1 

108 

1  .94 

Calculus  1985 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.0826 

.0808 

.00184 

1 

147 

0.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.0808 

.0804 

.0U035 

1 

148 

0.06 

General  Science  1984 

-  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  8  Hispanic) 

3-uay  Interaction  Test  ( ;\SVAB*sex*ethn i  c  i  ty ) 

1  2 

.2474 

.2436 

.00386 

2 

1,956 

5.01 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2  3 

.2436 

.2356 

.00800 

2 

1,958 

10.35 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of 

Subgroup  2  4 

.2436 

.2431 

.00047 

3 

1,958 

0.41 

General  Science  1985  *  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.1251 

.1203 

.00477 

1 

274 

1.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.1204 

.1128 

.00751 

1 

275 

2.35 

General  Science 

1985  • 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Black)  (Sex 

not  testco) 

Slope  Differences  fer  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.1350 

.1128 

.02220 

1 

24C 

6.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  1? 

.1128 

.1124 

. 0U038 

1 

241 

G.1C 

411 


Table  D-1 .  (Continued) 


Compari son 

*2 

F  Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted  F 

[^Change  df  ] 

df2 

t- 

General  Science  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  & 

Nor.whi  te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*t 'hnic i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2268 

.2253 

.00152  1 

341 

0.67 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2253 

.2150 

.01029  1 

342 

4.54 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2005 

.2001 

.00030  1 

345 

0.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2002 

.1606 

.03957  1 

346 

17.12  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

'0 

11 

.1817 

.1786 

.00316  1 

345 

1.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1786 

.1606 

.01799  1 

346 

7.58  ‘ 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1329 

.1324 

.00051  1 

183 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

R 

0 

.1324 

.1017 

.03068  1 

184 

6.51 

General  Science  I98S  -  1986 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity  : 

=  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.171) 

.1618 

.00925  1 

158 

1.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1618 

.1314 

.03037  1 

159 

5.76 

General  Science  1984  -  1985 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested; 

Siope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0810 

.0802 

.00074  1 

174 

C.  14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0802 

.0627 

.01750  1 

175 

3.33 

General  Science  1984  -  1985  Jur.ic 

r  (Ethni city  = 

white  &  81 ac 

k)  (Sex  no 

t  Testea) 

S.cpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1393 

.13A9 

.OnoRR  1 

149 

0.15 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

T2 

.1390 

.0838 

.05520  1 

150 

9.62  * 

General  Science  1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  D-ffcrences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  2359 

.2355 

.00046  1 

258 

C .  15 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2355 

.2176 

.01790  1 

259 

6.06 

General  Science  1985  -  1986 

i  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Komtfhi 

te)  (Sex  r. 

ot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2208 

.2176 

.00317  1 

258 

1.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

n 

12 

.2176 

.2176 

.00005  1 

259 

0.02 

General  Snence  1984  -  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnic l ty  not 

t  pc;toH1 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0888 

.0887 

.00010  1 

182 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0887 

.0704 

.01825  1 

183 

3.66 

Biology  I  -  II  1934  -  1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Sicpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2227 

.2227 

.00001  1 

299 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2227 

.2033 

.01445  1 

300 

5.58 

Biology  1  -  1 1  1984  -  1985 

freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

unite  S  Nonwhitc)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.21 07 

.2083 

.00238  1 

299 

0.90 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2063 

.2082 

.00005  1 

300 

0.02 

4.12 


Table  D- 1 .  (Continued) 


Compar  i  son 


r2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Ful  l 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

Biology  1-1!  1985  -  1986  Fresher  (Ethnicity 

=  White  8 

Black) 

3-uay  Interaction  lest  (ASVA8*sex*ethr,ic  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.1884 

.1884 

.00000 

* 

1,119 

0.00 

Sc*  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1884 

.1884 

.00002 

i 

1,120 

0.03 

Slope  Differences  for  Sen 

7 

8 

.1866 

.1857 

. 00005 

1 

1,123 

1.31 

Intercept  Difference!  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1857 

.1552 

,0305c 

1 

1,124 

42.12 

*  ft 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1570 

.1568 

•C0013 

1 

1,123 

0.18 

Intercept  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

1  1 

1? 

.1568 

.1552 

.00165 

i 

1,124 

2.20 

Biology  1  -  II  1934  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

.Vway  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethnicity> 

1 

2 

.2410 

.2404 

.00060 

2 

1,371 

0.54 

Sex  a  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2404 

.2337 

.00671 

2 

1,373 

6.06 

* 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  2063 

.2038 

.00254 

1 

1,379 

4.41 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2038 

.1852 

.01861 

1 

1,380 

32.25 

*  ft 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2095 

.2053 

. 0C4 1 1 

L 

1,377 

3.58 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2053 

.1852 

. 02018 

2 

1,379 

17.51 

** 

Bi ology  1-11  1985  -  1986  $ 

optioner? 

(Ethnicity  rot 

tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2250 

.2181 

.00693 

1 

335 

2.99 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2181 

.1652 

.05287 

1 

3?c 

22.72 

•  ft 

Biology  1-11  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  Unite,  Black  a 

H  i  spam  c ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

S *  epe  D  i  f  fccr.c  cc  for  E  ! hr. i  c  i  t  > 

i  C 

1  ^ 

.  1  7  08 

.  1673 

. 003^9 

2 

333 

0 . 70 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ii 

12 

.1673 

.1652 

.00204 

2 

335 

0.41 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  - 

1980  Jon 

'  or  (Ethnicity 

=  white  & 

Nonwhi te) 

3-uay  1  nteroct  i  on  Test  ( ASYA9*sex*ethni c i t y > 

1 

2 

.2349 

.2339 

.00096 

l 

397 

0.50 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2339 

.2339 

.00000 

1 

398 

C.00 

Slope  Diffe-enccs  for  Sex 

7 

0 

.2234 

.2147 

.00872 

1 

401 

4.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

3 

9 

.2147 

.1825 

.03222 

1 

402 

16.49 

ft  ft 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1964 

.1922 

.00423 

1 

401 

2.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1922 

.  1825 

.00972 

1 

402 

4.84 

Biology  I  •  II  1985  -  1986 

Juni or 

(Ethnic  1 1 y  not  t 

ested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3155 

.3010 

.01441 

1 

147 

3.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3010 

.2592 

.04183 

1 

148 

8.87 

ft 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  -  1985 

Sen i or 

(Ethnicity  net  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3459 

.3433 

.00257 

1 

195 

0.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  3433 

.31.3 

.03199 

1 

196 

9.55 

ft 

Biology  1  -  ; I  1984  -  1955  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  white  &  6ia: 

:k)  (Sex  not  tested; 

iU,Af  u  i  f fcrencGS  fo.  Eihr,jcity 

■  V 

Ii 

.3697 

.3689 

. 00084 

1 

176 

0.23 

Intercept  Differences  fer  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3689 

.3289 

.040C1 

1 

177 

11.22 

• 

4  13 


T abl e  D - 1 .  (Continued) 


Compari son 


R 


2 


F-Tsst  Comparison 

Ful  l 

Restr icted 

Full  1 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

d'2 

F 

Chemistry  I 

-  II  1985  •  1986  Freshmen 

<itthnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

e 

.2096 

.2022 

.00741 

1 

128 

1.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2022 

.1781 

.02414 

1 

129 

3.90 

Chemistry  I 

■  1  I  1984  •  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0924 

.0837 

.00874 

1 

168 

1.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0837 

.0559 

.0  2  776 

1 

169 

5.12 

Chemistry  I 

-  I  1  1985  •  1986  Sophomore 

(E thnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Diiferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1342 

.1295 

.00473 

1 

430 

2.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1295 

.0815 

.04797 

1 

431 

23.75 

Chemistry 

I  -  II  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  noi  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1911 

.1894 

.00171 

1 

426 

0.90 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  i  894 

.1419 

.04741 

1 

427 

24.97 

Chemistry  1 

-  11  1984  •  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  Ui  ite  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

ID 

11 

.1653 

.1607 

.00459  1 

426 

2.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11 

12 

.1607 

.1419 

.01873  1 

427 

9  53 

Chemistry  1 

-  II  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1535 

.1469 

.00651  1 

137 

1.05 

Intercept  Drrfcrenccs  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1470 

.0874 

.05959  1 

138 

9.64 

Chemistry  I 

-  1 1  1965  •  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

*  White  &  Nonwhitc)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0999 

.0998 

.00011  1 

137 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11 

12 

.0998 

.0874 

.01246  1 

138 

1.91 

Chemistry  1 

-  II  1984  •  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2180 

.2148 

.00312  1 

156 

0.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

C 

9 

.2148 

.2143 

.00053  1 

157 

0.11 

Chemistry  I 

•  1 1  1984  •  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

-  White  S  Ncnwh 

ite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2584 

.2207 

.03770  1 

156 

7.93 

Physics  1  - 

11  1905  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnic  uy  i 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1322 

.  1216 

.01058  1 

232 

2.83 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1216 

.0838 

.03783  1 

233 

1C. 03 

Physics  1  • 

II  1984  ■  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  i 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

U 

.1997 

.1996 

.00007  1 

166 

0.01 

Intercept  Oiffeiences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1996 

.1576 

.04199  1 

167 

8.76 

T able  D - 1 .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

full 

Restricted  R 

^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Government  i  Civics  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2830 

.2814 

•C0I67 

1 

344 

0.80 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2814 

.2726 

.00877 

1 

345 

4.21 

Government  &  Civics  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1468 

.1372 

.00962 

1 

155 

1.75 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1372 

.1072 

.03000 

1 

156 

5.42 

Government  &  Civics  1985  •  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

rot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1478 

.1414 

.00636 

1 

417 

3.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1414 

.1116 

.02979 

1 

418 

14.50 

** 

Government  &  Civics  1985  •  1986 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

-  White 

&  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1390 

.1384 

.00057 

1 

388 

0.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1384 

.1194 

.01901 

1 

389 

8.56 

* 

Government  S  Civics  1984  •  1985 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

S 

.2400 

.2373 

.00275 

1 

456 

1.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2373 

.2168 

.02044 

1 

457 

12.25 

** 

Government  &  Civics  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty  = 

Wnite  & 

Wonuhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2219 

.2211 

.00084 

1 

4So 

0.49 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2211 

.2168 

.00422 

1 

457 

2.48 

Government  &  Civics  1985 

-  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Infraction  Test  (ASVAB*scxvethm  c  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.2713 

.2699 

.00140 

1 

707 

1.36 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2699 

.2695 

.00040 

1 

708 

0.39 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2630 

.2580 

.00507 

1 

711 

4.90 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2580 

.2282 

.02975 

1 

712 

28.55 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2348 

.2347 

.00010 

1 

711 

0.10 

Intercept  Di'ferences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2347 

.2282 

.00647 

1 

712 

6.02 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*etnnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2629 

.2623 

.00062 

1 

602 

0.51 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2623 

.2622 

.00007 

i 

603 

0.06 

Slope  Differences  for  Ccx 

7 

8 

.2505 

.2501 

.00041 

1 

606 

0.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2501 

.2395 

.01056 

1 

607 

8.54 

* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2526 

.2513 

.00130 

1 

606 

1.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2512 

.  2395 

.01172 

1 

607 

9.50 

r 

History  1934  *  1985  Freshn»cn 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3  way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic.i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2812 

.2806 

.00057 

2 

1,319 

0.52 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.2806 

.2733 

.00235 

2 

1,321 

2.16 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex. 

7 

8 

.274  1 

.2740 

.00010 

1 

1,327 

0.18 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex. 

8 

9 

.2740 

.2404 

.03359 

1 

1,328 

61 .45 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2480 

.2430 

.00493 

2 

1,325 

4.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2430 

.2404 

.00261 

2 

1,327 

2.29 
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Table  0- 1 .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f-lest  Comparison 

full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

History  1985  -  1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  Uhite  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (A$VAB*scx*ethniri  t  y) 

1 

? 

.2684 

.2684 

.00000 

1 

1,343 

0.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2684 

.2681 

.00029 

1 

1,344 

0.5? 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2670 

.2670 

.00006 

1 

1,347 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2670 

.2571 

.00990 

1 

1,348 

18.21 

ft* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2582 

.2571 

.00106 

1 

1,347 

1.92 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2571 

.2571 

.00005 

1 

1,348 

0.08 

History  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  =  Uhite 

8  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*ethni c  i  t y) 

1 

2 

.2641 

.2636 

.00050 

1 

1,430 

0.98 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2636 

.2618 

.00180 

1 

1 ,431 

3.50 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.2606 

.2606 

.00000 

1 

1,434 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2606 

.2408 

.01977 

1 

1,435 

38.37 

ft  • 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2422 

.2421 

cinxin/ 

. UOUOU 

1 

1,434 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2421 

.2408 

.00130 

1 

1,435 

2.47 

History  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  =  Uhite 

£  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2144 

.2138 

.00063 

2 

1,465 

0.58 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2138 

.2081 

.00569 

2 

1,467 

5.31 

* 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1944 

.1931 

.00127 

1 

1,473 

2.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1931 

.1535 

.03963 

1 

1,474 

72.39 

ft* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1707 

.1616 

. 00908 

2 

1,471 

8.05 

ft* 

History  1984  •  1995  Junior 

(Ethnici 

ty  =  Uhite 

S  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethmci  ty) 

1 

2 

.2946 

.2944 

.00024 

1 

1,102 

0.37 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2944 

.2936 

.00079 

1 

1,103 

1.24 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2913 

.2914 

.00046 

1 

1,106 

0.72 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2914 

.2583 

.03308 

1 

1,107 

51.67 

ft* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2601 

.2601 

.00007 

1 

1,106 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2601 

.2583 

.00179 

1 

1,107 

2.68 

History  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2295 

.2198 

.00976 

1 

428 

5.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2198 

.1801 

.03965 

1 

429 

21.80 

ft  * 

History  1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

Uhite  &  B lack ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1786 

.1780 

.00062 

1 

409 

0.31 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ll 

12 

.  1 780 

.1747 

.00328 

1 

410 

1.64 

History  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Siope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3191 

.3152 

.00389 

1 

423 

2.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3152 

.3074 

.00786 

1 

424 

4.87 

History  1984  -  198S 

Senior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slept-  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3573 

.3549 

.00247 

1 

402 

1.54 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3549 

.3288 

.02604 

1 

403 

16.27 

ft  * 
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Tabic  0- 1 .  (Continued) 


Comparison  R^ 

f-Test  Comparison  Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  dt 1  df 2  F 


Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .2520  .2528  .00001  1  1,012  0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2528  .1957  .05705  1  1,015  77.34  ** 


Foreign  language  1984  -  1905  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  Uhite,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2197 

.2163 

.00341 

2 

1,010 

2.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2163 

.1957 

.02060 

2 

1,012 

13.30 

** 

Foreign  longuage  1985 

-  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1931 

.1907 

.00249 

1 

797 

2.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1907 

.1413 

.04936 

1 

798 

48.67 

*  ■» 

Foreign  longuage  1985  •  1986  freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White 

,  B l ack  & 

Hi spanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1576 

.1501 

.00747 

2 

795 

3.53 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1501 

.1413 

.00884 

2 

797 

4.15 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2087 

.2083 

.00046 

1 

892 

0.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2083 

.1229 

.08539 

1 

893 

96.31 

•  * 

Foreign  language  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  -  White,  Black 

S  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1398 

.1349 

.00490 

2 

890 

2.53 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1349 

.1229 

.01201 

2 

892 

6.19 

* 

Foreign  Language 

1985  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnici 

ty  =  Whi  te  &  Nor.whi  te) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty)  1 

2 

.1612 

.1598 

.00143 

1 

604 

1.03 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1598 

.1595 

.00022 

1 

605 

0.16 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1453 

.1436 

.00165 

1 

608 

1.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1436 

.0832 

.06044 

1 

609 

42.98 

•  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0985 

.0970 

.00155 

1 

608 

1.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0970 

.0832 

.01383 

1 

609 

9.33 

* 

Foreign  Language  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2171 

.2124 

.00463 

1 

480 

2.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

e 

9 

.2124 

.1347 

.07775 

1 

481 

47.48 

*  * 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  -  Whitt, 

Slack  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1566 

.1546 

.00197 

2 

478 

0.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1546 

.1347 

.01993 

2 

480 

5.66 

* 

Foreign  Language  1985 

-  1966  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1894 

.1742 

.01513 

1 

247 

4.61 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1742 

.1271 

.04709 

1 

248 

14.14 

** 
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Table  0- 1 ■  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted 


Full  Restricted  R“Changc  df i  df2 


F 


Foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0986 

.0820 

.01656 

1 

205 

3.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0820 

.0801 

.00188 

1 

206 

C.42 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985 

Senior 

(£t.  nicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1634 

.1620 

.00138 

1 

224 

0.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1620 

.1450 

.01705 

1 

225 

4.58 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985 

Senior 

(Ethnici ty 

=  Uhite  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0907 

.0873 

.00340 

1 

185 

0.69 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0873 

.0829 

.00441 

1 

186 

0.90 

Secretary  &  Office  Education 

1985 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwnite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1019 

.  1014 

.00050 

1 

215 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1014 

.1008 

. 00063 

1 

216 

0.15 

Secretary  &  Office  Education 

1934 

-  1  vd5 

Semor  (Ethnicity  -  White 

&  Nonuhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1190 

.1141 

.00490 

1 

220 

1.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1141 

.1082 

.00589 

1 

221 

1 .47 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  ' 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2246 

.2246 

.00000 

1 

507 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

y 

.2246 

.2145 

.01013 

1 

508 

6.63 

Typing  &  Word  Proces 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


i ng  1984-1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

10  11  .2167 

11  12  .2154 


Black  S 

Hispanic)  (Sex 

not 

tested) 

.2154 

.00129 

2 

505 

0.41 

.2145 

.00093 

2 

507 

0.30 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1601  .1679 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1679  .1344 


.00023  1 

.03349  1 


492  0.14 

493  19.84  ** 


Typing  &  Word  Processing 
Slope  Di  ffercnces  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1985-1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

10  11  .1342  .1324  .00177  1 

11  12  .1324  .1278  .00464  1 


445 

446 


0.91 

2.39 


Typing  &  Uord  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1967  .1955 

.00113 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1955  .1523 

.04326 

631  0.89 

632  33.98  ** 


Typing  &  Word  Processing 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1934-1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Block  S  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 


10 

11 

11 

12 

.1540  .1539  .00009  2 

.1539  .1523  .00166  2 


tested) 

629 

631 


0.03 

0.62 
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fable  D- 1 .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^c^ange  df 1  df2  F 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1620 

1564 

.00563 

1 

405 

2.72 

Intercept  Differences  lor  Sex 

8 

9 

.1564 

1440 

.01246 

1 

406 

6.00 

Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1985- 

•  1986  Sophomore 

(E thnic i ty 

=  White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1419 

.1408 

.00109 

1 

374 

0.48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1408 

,1394 

.00147 

1 

375 

0.6-'. 

Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2159 

.2136 

.00227 

1 

391 

1.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2136 

.1491 

.06446 

1 

392 

32.13 

** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1595 

.1591 

.00048 

1 

359 

0.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethn'city 

11 

12 

.1591 

.1531 

.00592 

1 

360 

2.53 

Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(E thnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1529 

.1508 

.00214 

1 

221 

0.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1508 

.1068 

.04400 

1 

222 

11.50 

%  * 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Junior 

(Ethnic i  ty 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1262 

.1192 

.00696 

1 

221 

1 .76 

Intercept  P  i  *  finronrpQ  fnr  FthnicitV 

11 

12 

.1192 

.1068 

.01241 

1 

222 

3. ’3 

Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2188 

.2174 

.00142 

1 

216 

0.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2174 

.1894 

.02806 

1 

217 

7.78 

* 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  foi  Sex 

7 

8 

.2104 

.2086 

.00182 

1 

311 

0.72 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2086 

.1534 

.05515 

1 

312 

21.74 

** 

Account ing/Bookkeeping 

1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2857 

.2808 

.00487 

1 

239 

1.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2808 

.1888 

.09204 

1 

240 

30.71 

** 

Account ing/Bookkeepi ng 

1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1066 

.0986 

.0079? 

1 

185 

1 .64 

Inteicept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

0 

.0986 

.0650 

.03367 

1 

166 

6.95 

* 

Account ing/Bookkeeping 

198/. 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1941 

.1937 

.00038 

1 

247 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1937 

.1587 

.03497 

1 

248 

10.76 

* 
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Table  D- 1 .  (Continued) 


CootMi  i  son 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  d  f i  df2  F 


Home  Economics  1984  -  1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2148 

.2128 

.00197 

1 

54  7 

1.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2128 

.1679 

.04492 

1 

548 

31.27 

*» 

Home  Economics  1984-1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White  &  Black ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2310 

.2287 

.00229 

1 

519 

1.54 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2288 

.1565 

.07228 

1 

520 

48.73** 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1782 

.1778 

.00046 

1 

312 

0.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1778 

.1173 

.06050 

1 

313 

23.03 

** 

Home  Economics  1985-1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White  &  Nonwh i 

te)  (Sex 

r.ot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1219 

.1216 

.00029 

1 

312 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1216 

.1173 

.00430 

1 

313 

1.53 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1864 

.1864 

.00002 

1 

321 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1864 

.1267 

.05968 

1 

322 

23.62 

** 

Hud*?  Eccfiufii  i  19G4  -  19CS  Sop'l»o»Tiore 

(Cthoici ty 

=  White  £  Nonwh i 

te)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1661 

.1582 

.00785 

1 

321 

3.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1582 

.1267 

.03154 

1 

322 

12.07** 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1726 

.1725 

.00010 

1 

394 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1725 

.1108 

.06169 

1 

395 

29.44 

** 

Home  Economics  1985-1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Oif'erences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1117 

.1116 

.00008 

1 

394 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1116 

.1108 

.00083 

1 

395 

0.37 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1935  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

r.ot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1547 

.1547 

.00001 

1 

279 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1547 

.1236 

.03108 

1 

280 

10.29 

* 

Home  Economics  1984-1985 

Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1268 

•  V68 

.00001 

1 

279 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1268 

.1236 

.00324 

1 

280 

1.04 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1912 

.1898 

.00138 

1 

358 

0.61 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1898 

.0790 

.11085 

1 

359 

49.12 

** 

Home  Economics  1965-1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  - 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

S lepe  0 i f f erences  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

11 

.0843 

.0814 

.00292 

1 

358 

1.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0814 

.0790 

.00241 

1 

359 

0.94 

420 


Table  D- 1 .  (Concluded) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F  -  Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Chenge  d  f 1  df£  F 


Home  Economics  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1897 

.1880 

.00171  1 

318 

0.67 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1880 

.1457 

.04230  1 

319 

16.62  ** 

Home  Economics 

1984- 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  -  Wli 

.c  8  Rerun  i 

ie)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1573 

.1486 

.00872  1 

318 

3.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicitv 

11 

12 

.1486 

.1457 

.00285  1 

319 

1.07 

Computer  Programing  V 

985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2430 

.2429 

.00013  1 

227 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2429 

.1669 

.07597  1 

228 

22.88  ** 

Computer  Programming 

1984 

-  1985 

Junior 

(Ethni c i ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2182 

.2170 

.00115  1 

240 

0.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2170 

.1957 

.02134  1 

241 

6.57 

Computer  Programming 

1985 

-  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3068 

.3055 

.00134  1 

157 

0.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3055 

.1926 

.11286  1 

158 

25.68  ** 

Corputer  Programmi ng 

i  no  r 

1  TV4* 

-  1935 

Sen i or 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1788 

.1767 

.00209  1 

152 

U.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1767 

.1748 

.00193  1 

153 

0.36 

*  P  <  .01. 

**  P  <  .001. 


Tabic  D-2.  f*Tests  of  Significance  for  Verbal  Composite 


p 

Comparison  R 


F-Test  Comparison 

full  Restricted 

full  Restricted  R^Change 

df  1 

df? 

F 

English  I  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White, 

Black  £ 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2267 

.2263 

.00043 

2 

2,422 

0.67 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2263 

.2203 

.00596 

2 

2,424 

9.33  ** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.2263 

.2209 

.00540 

3 

2,424 

5.64  ** 

SlopeOifferenc.es  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.2263 

.2225 

.00380 

1 

2,424 

11.91  ** 

Slope  Oi  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

2 

6 

.2263 

.2241 

.00223 

2 

2,424 

3.50 

English  1  -  IV  198c  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethmti  ty 

=  White, 

BlacK  & 

H  i  spani  c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (  ASVA8*sex*ethni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1832 

.1829 

.00025 

2 

1,989 

0.31 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1829 

.1798 

.00314 

2 

1 ,991 

3.83 

S' opt- Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1720 

.1717 

.00029 

1 

1,997 

0.70 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1717 

.1359 

.03583 

1 

1,998 

86.43  ** 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1426 

.1371 

.00546 

2 

1,995 

6.36  * 

In'ercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1371 

.1359 

.00123 

9 

1,997 

1.43 

English  I  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  Whi te, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (  A?VAB*sex*ethm  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2545 

.2545 

non03 

2 

2,296 

0.05 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2545 

.2521 

.00241 

2 

2,298 

3.71 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2519 

.2421 

.00972 

1 

2,304 

29.93  ** 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1911 

.1909 

.00023 

2 

2,302 

0.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1909 

.1904 

.00053 

2 

2,304 

0.75 

English  I  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnic i t i 

=  Uhitc, 

Black  £ 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAb*scx*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2287 

.2282 

.00052 

2 

1,942 

0.66 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2282 

.2267 

.00154 

2 

1,944 

1.94 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2224 

.2132 

.00921 

1 

1,950 

23.11  ** 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1609 

.1601 

.00087 

2 

1,948 

1 .01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1601 

.1542 

.00582 

2 

1,950 

6.75  * 

English  1  -  IV  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  Whi ic, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interact  . on  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethm c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2319 

.2316 

.00030 

2 

1,721 

0.34 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2316 

.2309 

.00074 

2 

1,723 

0.03 

Slope  Dif‘  ences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2283 

.2195 

.00885 

1 

1,729 

19.84  ** 

S  lope  D  i  f  f  .renccs  for  Etnnicity 

10 

11 

.1484 

.1470 

.00137 

2 

1,727 

1.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1470 

.1444 

.00259 

2 

1,729 

2.62 

Engl ish  I  -  IV  1985 

-  1936  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  Whi te. 

Black  £ 

H i spanic ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (A5VA8*sex*ethnici  ty) 

1 

2 

.2077 

.2076 

.00012 

1 

1,258 

C.  19 

Sex  s  tthnicity  interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2076 

.2072 

.00036 

1 

1,259 

0.60 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2069 

.1«85 

.00840 

1 

1,262 

13.37  ** 

S  lope  D  i  f  f  erences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1 17C 

.1177 

.00005 

1 

1,262 

0.07 

Intercept  Differences  ♦or  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1177 

.1175 

.00021 

1 

1,263 

0.30 

Engl i sh  I  •  IV  1984 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnic i t y 

=  Wn i te, 

Black  £ 

H i spanic ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1737 

.1721 

.00163 

2 

1,275 

1.25 

Sex  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1721 

.  ’714 

.00066 

l. 

1,277 

0.51 

Slope  Di  fferences  <or  Sex 

7 

8 

.1634 

.1594 

.00399 

1 

1,283 

6.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1594 

.1307 

.02873 

1 

1,284 

43.89  »« 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1355 

.1310 

.00446 

2 

1,281 

3.31 

Intercept  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1311 

.1307 

.00035 

2 

1,283 

0.26 

4  ^  2. 


T able  D-2.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


8 


2 


f  Test  Comparison  full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df i  df2  F 


General  Math  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  black  t  Hispanic) 


3-way  Interaction  Test 

( ASVA8*sex*ethni city) 

1 

2 

.0543 

.0538 

.00058 

2 

1,167 

0.36 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0538 

.0494 

.00434 

n 

£. 

1,169 

2.68 

Slope  Di  fferences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0474 

.0474 

.00009 

1 

1,175 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.(  74 

.038/ 

.00870 

1 

1,176 

10.74 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0411 

.0408 

.00031 

2 

1,173 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

1i 

12 

.0408 

.0387 

.00217 

2 

1,175 

1.33 

General  Math  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  *  White, 

,  Block  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test 

(ASVA6*scx*ethnic  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.0529 

.0525 

.00046 

2 

736 

0.18 

Sex  t,  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0525 

.0465 

.00602 

2 

738 

2.34 

Slope  Di fferences  for 

Sex. 

7 

8 

.0363 

.0362 

.00005 

1 

744 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0362 

.0338 

.00248 

1 

745 

1  .91 

Slope  Di f fercnces  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11 

.0443 

.  04 '9 

.00241 

2 

742 

0.94 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

I1 

12 

.0419 

.0338 

.00807 

2 

744 

3.13 

General  Math  1985  • 

1486  Sophomore 

(Fthnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test 

;  (ASVAB'sexr-ethmc  l  ty) 

1 

2 

.1001 

.0955 

.00461 

1 

30S 

1.56 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.0955 

.0935 

.00199 

1 

306 

0.67 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0792 

.0788 

.00043 

1 

309 

0.14 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0788 

.0411 

.0376/ 

1 

310 

12.68 

Slope  Di fferences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0549 

.0538 

.00117 

1 

309 

0.38 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0537 

.0411 

.01261 

1 

310 

4.13 

General  Math  1984  - 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  *  White  & 

black) 

3way  Interaction  Test 

:  (ASVA0*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.0484 

.0472 

.00123 

1 

266 

0.34 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0472 

.0471 

.00007 

1 

267 

0.02 

Slope  Di ffe-ences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0392 

.0376 

.00161 

« 

270 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0376 

.0147 

.02295 

1 

2/1 

6.46 

Slope  Di  fferences  for 

E  thnic i ty 

10 

11 

.0213 

.0196 

.00165 

1 

270 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0196 

.0147 

.0049/ 

1 

271 

1.37 

General  Math  1V35  -  1°86 

Junior 

(E thn i c i t / 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1142 

.1108 

.00340 

1 

222 

0.85 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1108 

.0831 

.02770 

1 

223 

6.95 

General  Math  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Nonwliite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  For 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

1 1 

.1086 

.1050 

.00356 

1 

195 

0.78 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1050 

.1036 

.00141 

1 

196 

0.31 

General  Math  1984  -  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0469 

.0456 

.001.33 

1 

230 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0456 

.045? 

.00033 

1 

231 

0.08 

Genera!  M.„th  198'.  -  1935  Senior 

(Ethnicity  *  White  &  B1  a 

ck)  (Sex 

not  test  to) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  wm.ici  ty 

lo 

11 

.0951 

.Cos  1 

. roor 

i 

0 .  nn 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0851 

.  0600 

.02505 

1 

204 

5.59 

423 


Table  D-2.  (Continued) 


Cortpar  i son 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

dfi 

df2 

F 

Algebra  1984  -  1985 

F  reshiren 

(Ethni ci ty  = 

White  & 

Nonwhi te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici  ty) 

1 

2 

.1462 

.1406 

.00559 

1 

1,180 

7.7? 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1406 

.1405 

.00007 

1 

1,181 

0.09 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1388 

.1357 

.00310 

1 

1,184 

4.27 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1357 

.0987 

.03702 

1 

1,185 

50.76 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1042 

.1014 

.00281 

1 

1,184 

3.71 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1014 

.0987 

•C0266 

1 

1,185 

3.51 

Algebra  1985  -  1936 

Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White  & 

Nonwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

i 

2 

.1421 

.1421 

.00000 

1 

708 

0.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1421 

.1402 

.00198 

1 

709 

1.64 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1366 

.1359 

.00068 

1 

712 

0.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1359 

.0995 

.03645 

1 

713 

30.08 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1031 

.1029 

.00016 

1 

712 

0.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1029 

.0995 

.00343 

1 

713 

2.73 

Algebra  1984  -  1985 

Soplioeore 

(Ethnicity  : 

=  White 

S  Nonwhite) 

3-wav  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.0909 

.0909 

.00004 

1 

871 

0.C4 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0909 

.0859 

.00494 

1 

872 

4.74 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0832 

.0813 

.00140 

1 

875 

1.34 

Intercept  D  i  f  fci'-jncc-i  for  Sox 

8 

9 

.0818 

.0584 

.02346 

1 

876 

22.38 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0602 

.0584 

.U0178 

1 

875 

1.66 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0584 

.0584 

.00007 

1 

876 

0.06 

Algebra  1985  -  1986 

Soph snore 

(Ethnici ty  ■ 

*  White 

8  Nonwhi te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.0880 

.0875 

.00052 

1 

617 

0.35 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0875 

.0534 

.00412 

1 

618 

2.79 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0745 

.0725 

.00205 

1 

621 

1.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0725 

.0586 

.01369 

1 

622 

9.32 

Slopo  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0653 

.0645 

.00079 

1 

621 

0.53 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0645 

.0586 

.00595 

1 

622 

3.95 

Algebra  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i t  y  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.1234 

.1217 

.00172 

1 

489 

0.96 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1217 

.1195 

.00220 

1 

490 

1.23 

SI  ope  Pi  f  f  erer.ces  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1068 

.1065 

.00028 

1 

493 

0.15 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1065 

.0788 

.02774 

1 

494 

15.34 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0919 

.0301 

.01182 

1 

493 

6.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0801 

.0783 

.n0132 

1 

494 

0.71 

Algebra  1955  -  1986  Ju'; 

ior  (Ethnicity  net  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1011 

.0993 

.00180 

1 

273 

0.55 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0993 

.0933 

.00602 

1 

274 

1.83 

Algebra  1985  *  1936  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

E.  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1010 

.0974 

.00365 

1 

273 

1.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0974 

.0932 

.00410 

1 

274 

1.24 

424 


Table  D-2.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df i  df2  F 


Algebra  1964  •  1965  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .0725  .0701  .00238  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .C701  .0366  .03355  1 

Algebra  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  Uhite  £  Nonwiiite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0548  .0372  .01758  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0373  .0366  .00069  1 


265 

266 


265 

266 


0.68 

9.60  * 


4.93 

0.19 


Geometry  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1619  .1617  .00016  1  511  0.10 

Intercept  Differences  For  Sex  8  9  .1617  .1592  .00258  1  512  1.58 

Geometry  1985  •  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1643  .1623  .00198  2  509  0.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1624  .1591  .00322  2  511  0.98 

Geometry  1984  •  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1570  .1560  .00096  1  561  0.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1560  .1504  .00562  1  562  3.74 


Geometry  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  £  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1564  .1534  .00298  2 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1534  .1504  .00297  2 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .20u9  .2005  .00034  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2005  .1805  .02000  1 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  Sophomo  e  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .2095  .1903  .01925  1 

Geometry  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1418  .1413  .00048  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1413  .1259  .01541  1 

Geometry  1984  •  1985  Junior  (ethnicity  =  White  S  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1296  .1290  .00054  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1290  .1259  .0031?  1 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .0973  .0964  .00088  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .0965  .0928  .C0362  1 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  r  White  £  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slocie  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .2213  .1980  .02332  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1980  .0923  .10512  1 


559 

561 


410 

411 


0.99 

0.98 


0.17 

10.28 


371  9.03 


30r 

306 


305 

306 


123 

124 


123 

124 


0.17 

5.49 


C.  19 
1.09 


0.12 

0.5C 


3.68 
16.25  ** 


4  2  5 


f-Test  Comparison  full  Restricted  full  Restricted  R^Change  d f i  df,>  f 


Geometry  1934  -  1985 

Senio'-  (Ethnicity  not  tc-s 

ted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1383 

.1373 

.00097 

1 

107 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1373 

.1326 

.00475 

1 

103 

0.60 

Geometry  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Ronwhi 

to)  (Sox  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1725 

.1714 

.00106 

1 

107 

G.  14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1714 

.1326 

.03887 

1 

108 

5.07 

Calculus  1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0549 

.0521 

.00281 

1 

147 

0.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0521 

.0500 

.00213 

1 

148 

0.33 

General  Science  1984 

•  1905  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  -  White 

,  Black  4  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

?<.04 

.237? 

.00324 

9 

V:;. 

4 . 1  7 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.  2372 

.2285 

.00870 

2 

1,958 

11.16 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.2372 

.2358 

.00141 

3 

1,958 

1 .21 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1191 

.1  181 

.00097 

1 

274 

0.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1181 

.1097 

.00842 

1 

275 

2.63 

General  Science  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnic i ty  = 

White  & 

Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Siope  Differences  for  Etnnicity 

10 

11 

.1267 

.1148 

.01186 

1 

240 

3.26 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1148 

.1148 

.00000 

1 

241 

0.00 

General  Science  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  Uhite  &  Nonuhite) 

3-«ay  I nterac t i on  Test  (ASVA6*scx*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2312 

.2311 

.00013 

1 

341 

0.06 

Sex  a  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2311 

.2189 

.01218 

1 

342 

5.42 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1997 

.1993 

.00039 

1 

345 

0.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1993 

.1611 

.03825 

1 

346 

16.53 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1870 

.  1811 

.00590 

1 

345 

2.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1812 

.161  1 

.02004 

1 

346 

8.47 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1785 

.1747 

.00360 

1 

183 

0.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1747 

.  1469 

.02776 

1 

184 

6.19 

General  Science  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  8 

Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1914 

.182? 

.00922 

1 

158 

1.80 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1322 

.1596 

1 

159 

4.39 

General  Science  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0680 

.0673 

.00072 

1 

174 

0.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0673 

.04  79 

.01933 

1 

175 

3.63 

General  Science  1984 

-  ”1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty  = 

white  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1335 

.1284 

.00510 

1 

149 

0.88 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1 284 

.0752 

,0531o 

1 

150 

9.15 

Tabl_e_0j_2.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


F-Test  Comparison 

Ful  l 

Restricted 

Ful  1 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

General  Science 

1935  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2397 

.2393 

.00047 

1 

258 

0.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2393 

.2257 

.01362 

1 

259 

4.64 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Ncnwhite)  (Sex  i 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2339 

.2258 

.00812 

1 

258 

2.73 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2258 

.2257 

.00010 

1 

259 

0.03 

General  Science 

1984  •  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slop-0  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1104 

.1102 

.00014 

1 

182 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1  102 

.0880 

.02223 

1 

183 

4.5? 

Biology  i  -  1 1 

1984  •  1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1805 

.1805 

.00005 

1 

299 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  tor  Sex 

8 

9 

.1805 

.1645 

.01601 

1 

300 

5.86 

Siuiogy  1  -  II 

1984  -  1985  Freshen  (Ethnicity 

=  Unite  &  Kcnwnitc)  (Sex 

nut  tested) 

Slope  Differences  fa*  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1652 

.  ’649 

.00030 

1 

299 

C.11 

Intercept  Differences  fur  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1649 

.1645 

.00048 

1 

300 

0.17 

Dioteuy  I 

•  »  ipoc  .  igox 

.hr  .or.  (Ethn: 

city  =  Whit 

c  Z  Block) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB'sex’e 

tnnicity)  1 

2 

.1661 

.1661 

.00000 

1 

1,119 

0.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.1661 

.  1b59 

.00021 

1 

1,120 

C.28 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.1640 

.1640 

.00001 

1 

1,123 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1640 

.1350 

.02892 

1 

1,124 

38.88 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1370 

.1369 

.00001 

1 

1,123 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1369 

.1350 

.00189 

1 

1,124 

2.46 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic) 


3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

i 

2 

.2267 

.7263 

.C0051 

2 

1,371 

0.27 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.2264 

.2160 

.01040 

2 

1,373 

9.23  ** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup 

2 

4 

.2264 

.2088 

.01753 

3 

1,373 

10.37  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.2264 

.2102 

.01616 

1 

1,373 

28.69  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

2 

6 

.2264 

.2247 

.00166 

2 

1,373 

1.47 

Biology  I  -  II  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(E  thmc  1 1 

>  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2070 

.1924 

.01464 

1 

335 

6. 18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1924 

.1348 

.05755 

1 

336 

23.94  ** 

Biology  1  -  II  1985  -  1586  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

Uhi te.  Black  & 

H i span i c ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1402 

.1375 

.00271 

2 

333 

0.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnirity 

11 

12 

.1375 

.1343 

.00261 

2 

335 

0.51 

4  27 


Tabte  0-2.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted  Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

dfi 

df2 

F 

Biology  I 

11  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity)  1 

2  .2260 

.2260 

.00001 

1 

397 

0.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  interaction  Test 

2 

3  .2260 

.2249 

.00104 

1 

398 

0.53 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .2102 

.2068 

.00343 

1 

401 

1.74 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .2068 

.1768 

.03000 

1 

402 

15.21  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1957 

.1915 

.00425 

1 

401 

2.12 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1915 

.1768 

.01469 

1 

402 

7.30  * 

Biology  I  -  II  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .3612 

.3377 

.02346 

1 

147 

5.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .3377 

.3044 

.03334 

1 

148 

7.45  * 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .3372 

.3354 

.00184 

1 

195 

0.54 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .3354 

.2998 

.03552 

1 

196 

10.47  1 

Biology  I'll 

1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  *  White  l  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .3624 

.3606 

.00186 

1 

176 

0.51 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .3606 

.3293 

.03129 

1 

177 

8.66 

Chemistry  I  -  II  1985  -  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1195 

.1189 

.00061 

1 

128 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1189 

.0940 

.02490 

1 

129 

3.65 

Chemistry  I  •  II  1984  -  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .0789 

.0614 

.01752 

1 

168 

3.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .0614 

.0373 

.02410 

1 

169 

4.34 

Chemistry  I  -  II  1985  *  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1055 

.0967 

.00878 

1 

430 

4.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .0967 

.0537 

.04306 

1 

431 

20.55 

Chemistry  I  -  11 

1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1423 

.1412 

.00104 

1 

426 

0.52  j 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1412 

.1015 

.03975 

1 

427 

19.76  | 

Chemistry  I  -  II 

1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11  .1299 

.1225 

.00739 

1 

426 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1225 

.1015 

.02099 

1 

427 

10.21 

Chemistry  I  -  II 

1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

C;ioe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1172 

.1112 

.00597 

1 

137 

0.93 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1112 

.0592 

.05203 

1 

138 

8.08 

Chemistry  I  -  II 

1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .0790 

.0680 

.01097 

1 

137 

1.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .0680 

.0592 

.00883 

1 

138 

1.31 

428 


Table  D-2.  (Continued) 


Comparison  R2 


F-Test  Comparison  Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R2Change  dfi  df2  F 


Chemistry  1  -  II 

1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1338 

.1337 

.00002 

1 

156 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1337 

.1333 

.00040 

1 

157 

0.07 

Chemistry  I  -  II 

1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1556 

.1357 

.01993 

1 

156 

3.68 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1357 

.1333 

.00235 

1 

157 

0.43 

Physics  I  -  II  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0768 

.0729 

.00392 

1 

232 

0.99 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0729 

.0412 

.03174 

1 

233 

7.98  * 

Physics  I  -  II  1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1540 

.1538 

.00023 

1 

166 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1538 

.1154 

.03842 

1 

167 

7.58  * 

Government  &  Civics 

1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2359 

.2339 

.00209 

1 

344 

0.94 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2339 

.2219 

.01190 

1 

345 

5.36 

Government  &  Civics 

1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1611 

.1401 

.02101 

1 

155 

3.88 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1400 

.1107 

.02931 

1 

156 

5.32 

Government  &  Civics 

1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1538 

.1408 

.01304 

1 

417 

6.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1408 

.1101 

.03068 

1 

418 

14.92  ** 

Government  &  Civics 

1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

*  White  &  Hi 

spanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1379 

.1364 

.00150 

1 

388 

0.67 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1364 

.1179 

.01847 

1 

389 

8.32  * 

Government  &  Civics 

1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2310 

.2289 

.00216 

1 

456 

1.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2289 

.2117 

.01715 

1 

457 

10.16  * 

Government  &  Civics  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2140 

.2135 

.00046 

1 

456 

0.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2135 

.2118 

.00177 

1 

457 

1.03 

Government  & 

Civics  1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  <ASVAB*sex*ethnicity)  1 

2 

.2152 

.2151 

.00010 

1 

707 

0.09 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2151 

.2151 

.00000 

1 

708 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2087 

.2015 

.00713 

1 

711 

6.41 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2015 

.1766 

.02496 

1 

712 

22.25  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1827 

.1826 

.00013 

1 

711 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1826 

.1766 

.00603 

1 

712 

5.25 

429 


Table  D-2.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

dfi 

df2 

F 

Government  &  Civics  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  *  White  £  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2339 

.2336 

.00028 

1 

602 

0.22 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2336 

.2334 

.00020 

1 

603 

0.16 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2188 

.2181 

.00075 

1 

606 

0.58 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2181 

.2081 

.00994 

1 

607 

7.72  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2242 

.2202 

.00407 

1 

606 

3.18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2202 

.2081 

.01205 

1 

607 

9.38  * 

History  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  * 

White,  Black  £  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2711 

.2696 

.00146 

2 

1,319 

1.32 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2696 

.2673 

.00231 

2 

1,321 

2.09 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2601 

.2596 

.00057 

1 

1,327 

1.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2596 

.2285 

.03106 

1 

1,328 

55.71  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2411 

.2348 

.00628 

2 

1,325 

5.48  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2348 

.2285 

.00625 

2 

1,327 

5.42  * 

History  1985  -  1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  » 

White  £  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2451 

.2450 

.00013 

1 

1,343 

0.22 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2450 

.2445 

.00041 

1 

1,344 

0.74 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2420 

.2420 

.00001 

1 

1,347 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2420 

.2330 

.00901 

1 

1,348 

16.02  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2353 

.2332 

.00209 

1 

1,347 

3.69 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2332 

.2330 

.00020 

1 

1,348 

0.34 

History  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

■  White  £  l 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2614 

.2609 

.00055 

1 

1,430 

1.07 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2609 

.2585 

.00238 

1 

1,431 

4.61 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2582 

.2580 

.00018 

1 

1,434 

0.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2580 

.2375 

.02045 

1 

1,435 

39.55  ' 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2380 

.2380 

.00004 

1 

1,434 

0.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2380 

.2375 

.00045 

1 

1,435 

0.86 

History  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

*  White,  Black  £  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2120 

.2113 

.00072 

2 

1,465 

0.67 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2113 

.2061 

.00522 

2 

1,467 

4.86  ’ 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1959 

.1939 

.00200 

1 

1,473 

3.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1939 

.1574 

.03653 

1 

1,474 

66.80  ’ 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1709 

.1626 

.00838 

2 

1,471 

7.43  ’ 

History  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  £  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2814 

.2812 

.00018 

1 

1,102 

0.27 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2812 

.2799 

.00133 

1 

1,103 

2.04 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2784 

.2780 

.00040 

1 

1,106 

0.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2780 

.2490 

.02903 

1 

1,107 

44.50  ’ 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicicy 

10 

11 

.2504 

.2497 

.00076 

1 

1,106 

1.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2497 

.2490 

.00072 

1 

1,107 

1.06 

430 


Table  0-2.  (Continued) 


_ J 

Comparison 

R2 

F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted  Full  Restricted 

R2Change  df i 

df2 

F 

History  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2165 

.2113 

.00520 

1 

428 

2.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2113 

.1779 

.03342 

1 

429 

18.18  ** 

History  1985 

*  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  ■ 

White  l  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1758 

.1757 

.00019 

1 

409 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1757 

.1750 

.00069 

1 

410 

0.34 

History  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2778 

.2758 

.00206 

1 

423 

1.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2758 

.2689 

.00683 

1 

424 

4.00 

History  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  ■ 

White  t  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3128 

.3111 

.00163 

1 

402 

0.96 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3111 

.2852 

.02598 

1 

403 

15.20  *< 

Foreign  Language  1984 

*  1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2061 

.2054 

.00070 

1 

1,012 

0.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2054 

.1512 

.05419 

1 

1,013 

69.09  *' 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  * 

White,  Black  &  Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1762 

.1718 

.00444 

2 

1,010 

2.72 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1718 

.1512 

.02054 

2 

1,012 

12.55 

Foreign  Language  1985 

*  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1594 

.1517 

.00771 

1 

797 

7.31  * 

Foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1247 

.1140 

.01067 

2 

795 

4.85  * 

Foreign  Language  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1691 

.1660 

.00308 

1 

892 

3.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1660 

.0856 

.08040 

1 

893 

86.09  ** 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0988 

.0953 

.00350 

2 

890 

1.73 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0953 

.0856 

.00972 

2 

892 

4.79  * 

Foreign  Language 

1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty)  1 

2 

.1324 

.1319 

.00054 

1 

604 

0.37 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1319 

.1312 

.00064 

1 

605 

0.44 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1205 

.1163 

.00416 

1 

608 

2.87 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1163 

.0634 

.05290 

1 

609 

36.46  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0744 

.0735 

.00091 

1 

608 

0.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0735 

.0634 

.01006 

1 

609 

6.61 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1599 

.1587 

.00123 

1 

480 

0.71 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1587 

.0895 

.06919 

1 

481 

39.56  ** 

* 

431 

Table  D-2.  (Continued) 

— - 

Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

dfi 

df2 

F 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1139 

.1119 

.00202 

2 

478 

0.54 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1119 

.0895 

.02242 

2 

480 

6.06  * 

Foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1573 

.1515 

.00578 

1 

247 

1.70 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1515 

.1136 

.03787 

1 

248 

11.07  * 

Foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  *  White  t  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0971 

.0747 

.02242 

1 

205 

5.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0746 

.0728 

.00184 

1 

206 

0.41 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1201 

.1175 

.00262 

1 

224 

0.67 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1175 

.1037 

.01384 

1 

225 

3.53 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  t  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0598 

.0536 

.00626 

1 

185 

1.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0536 

.0510 

.00260 

1 

186 

0.51 

Secretary  &  Office  Education 

1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Honuhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0861 

.0861 

.00003 

1 

215 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0861 

.0857 

.00041 

1 

216 

0.10 

Secretary  &  Office  Education 

1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonuhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0952 

.0908 

.00438 

1 

220 

1.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0908 

.0832 

.00766 

1 

221 

1.86 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2200 

.2200 

.00005 

1 

507 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2200 

.2094 

.01055 

1 

508 

6.87  *  j 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2155 

.2112 

.00413 

2 

505 

1.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2112 

.2094 

.00176 

2 

507 

0.56 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985 

-  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1369 

.1350 

.00183 

1 

492 

1.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1350 

.1096 

.02548 

1 

493 

14.52  ** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1038 

.1038 

.00001 

1 

445 

0.00 

ntercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1038 

.0970 

.00676 

1 

446 

3.36 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1595 

.1591 

.00041 

1 

631 

0.31 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1591 

.1215 

.03759 

1 

632 

28.25  **  ! 
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Table  D-2.  (Continued) 


F-Test  Comparison 

Comparison 

Full  Restricted  Full 

(2 

Restricted 

R2change 

dfl 

df2 

F 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  *  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1247 

.1228 

.00187 

2 

629 

0.67 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1228 

.1215 

.00130 

2 

631 

0.47 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1279 

.1185 

.00941 

1 

405 

4.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1185 

.1105 

.00795 

1 

406 

3.66 

Typing  ft  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  *  White  t  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1090 

.1089 

.00014 

1 

374 

0.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1089 

.1063 

.00260 

1 

375 

1.09 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1832 

.1630 

.00024 

1 

391 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1830 

.1191 

.06392 

1 

392 

30.67  ** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  *  White  t  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1372 

.1367 

.00045 

1 

359 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1367 

.1304 

.00638 

1 

360 

2.66  j 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1130 

.1114 

.00154 

1 

221 

0.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1114 

.0721 

.03936 

1 

222 

9.83  * 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

J 

I 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .0965 

.0875 

.00898 

1 

221 

2.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .0875 

.0721 

.01540 

1 

222 

3.75 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1834 

.1767 

.00669 

1 

216 

1.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1767 

.1505 

.02619 

1 

217 

6.90  * 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1834 

.1802 

.00330 

1 

311 

1.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1802 

.1342 

.04591 

1 

312 

17.47  ** 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1984 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  l'or  Sex 

7 

8  .2596 

.2566 

.00296 

1 

239 

0.96 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .2566 

.1719 

.08476 

1 

240 

27.37  ** 

Accounting,  Bookkeeping  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Se/ 

7 

8  .0972 

.0947 

.00254 

1 

18L 

•'.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  >7 

.0610 

03368 

1 

.86 

6.92  * 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  u.r  Sex 

7 

8  .1419 

.1387 

.00323 

1 

247 

0.93 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1387 

.0958 

.04288 

1 

248 

12.35  ** 
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Table  D-2.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted  Full 

Restricted 

R2Change 

dfl 

df2 

F 

Home  Economics  ' 

1984  -  1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2222 

.2222 

.00000 

1 

547 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2222 

.1767 

.04551 

1 

548 

32.06  ’ 

Home  Economics  1984-1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

=  White  8  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2368 

.2361 

.00062 

1 

519 

0.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2361 

.1638 

.07231 

1 

520 

49.23*’ 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1797 

.1796 

.00006 

1 

312 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1796 

.1139 

.06573 

1 

313 

25.08 

Home  Economics 

i  1985-1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

*  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1168 

.1165 

.00027 

1 

312 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1165 

.1139 

.00256 

1 

313 

0.91 

Home  Economics  1984  -  198S  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1649 

.1638 

.00109 

1 

321 

0.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1638 

.1054 

.05849 

1 

322 

22.52 

Home  Economics 

1984-1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

»  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1554 

.1392 

.01619 

1 

321 

6.15 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1392 

.1054 

.03382 

1 

322 

12.65* 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1758 

.1757 

.00011 

1 

394 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1757 

.1113 

.06436 

1 

395 

30.84 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1166 

.1119 

.00472 

1 

394 

2.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1119 

.1113 

.00056 

1 

395 

0.25 

Home  Economics 

1984  -  1935  Junior  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1407 

.1388 

.00194 

1 

279 

0.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1388 

.1107 

.02811 

1 

280 

9.14 

Home  Economics 

1984-1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1132 

.1130 

.00022 

1 

279 

0.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1130 

.1107 

.00237 

1 

280 

0.75 

Home  Economics 

1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.1586 

.1578 

.00071 

1 

358 

0.30 

(ntei -“ot  Differences  for  Se/ 

8 

5 

.1579 

.0544 

.10345 

1 

359 

44.10 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0638 

.0576 

.00616 

1 

358 

2.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0576 

.0544 

.00323 

1 

359 

1.23 
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Table  n-2.  (Concluded) 


F-Test  Comparison 

Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R2Change 

df  1 

of2 

F 

Home  Economics  1984  - 

1985  Senior  {Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1135 

.1119 

.00140 

1 

318 

0.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

a 

9 

.1119 

.0738 

.03816 

1 

319 

13.71  ** 

Home  Economics  1984- 

1985  Senior  {Ethnicity  =  White  &  Monufiite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

11 

.0769 

.0745 

.00239 

1 

318 

C.82 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0745 

.0738 

.00077 

1 

319 

0.26 

Computer  Prograiming  1985  - 

'986  Sophomore 

(Ethnic i t> 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  tor  Sex 

7 

8 

.1820 

.1807 

.00128 

1 

227 

0.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1807 

.1041 

.07656 

1 

228 

21.31  ** 

CofTiputer  Programming  1964 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1301 

.1294 

.00071 

1 

240 

0.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1294 

.1117 

.01774 

1 

241 

4.91 

Computer  Programming  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2440 

.2440 

.00001 

* 

157 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  or  Sex 

8 

9 

.2440 

.1442 

.09980 

1 

158 

20.86  *• 

Computer  Programming  1924 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1248 

.1211 

.00370 

1 

152 

0.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1212 

.1197 

.00191 

1 

153 

0.33 

•  P  '  .01. 
**  p  <  .001 . 


4  )  i* 


Table  0-3.  F-Tests  of  Significance  for  Hath  Composite 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

English  1  •  IV  1954  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

B lack  & 

H  i  spani c ) 

3-uay  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

i 

2 

.2449 

.2445 

.00041 

2 

2,422 

0.66 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2445 

.2404 

.00418 

2 

2,424 

6.70  * 

Slope  Differences  fcr  Sex 

7 

8 

.2394 

.2386 

.00078 

1 

2,430 

2.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2386 

.1955 

.04307 

1 

2,431 

137.52  ** 

S lope  Di f f erences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1969 

.1961 

.00081 

2 

2,428 

1.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1961 

.1955 

.0C059 

2 

2,430 

0.89 

English  I  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H  i  spani c) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1996 

.  1970 

.00268 

2 

1,989 

3.33 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.  1970 

.1944 

.00257 

2 

1,991 

3.19 

Slope  Di 'ferenres  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1829 

.1822 

.00067 

1 

1,997 

1 .65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1822 

.1498 

.03244 

1 

1,998 

79.25  ** 

Slope  Oi ff erences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1579 

.1557 

.00225 

2 

1,995 

2.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1557 

.1498 

.00567 

2 

1,997 

6.95  * 

English  1  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  t ASVAB*sex*etnni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2615 

.2608 

.00065 

2 

2,296 

1.01 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2608 

.2601 

.00070 

2 

2,290 

1.09 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2555 

.2517 

.00370 

1 

2,304 

11  73  ** 

Slope  Oi  ffcrences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2067 

.2060 

.00062 

2 

2,302 

0.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2060 

.2019 

.00415 

2 

2,304 

6.03  * 

English  I  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Biack  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni  c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2321 

.2309 

.00122 

2 

1,942 

1.54 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2309 

.2306 

.00032 

2 

1,944 

0.40 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2159 

.2123 

.00365 

1 

1,950 

9.07  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2123 

.1565 

.05578 

1 

1,951 

138.16  ** 

Slope-  Differences  for  Ethnicity- 

10 

11 

.1711 

.1709 

.00019 

2 

1,948 

0.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1709 

.1565 

.01440 

2 

1,950 

16.94  »« 

Engl i sh  1  -  IV  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

-  White, 

Black  & 

H i spani c  ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAR*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2457 

.2455 

.00018 

2 

1,721 

0.21 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.  2455 

.2453 

.00017 

2 

1,723 

0.19 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

E 

.2390 

.2347 

.00428 

1 

1,729 

9.73  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2347 

.1574 

.07725 

1 

1,730 

174.63  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1616 

.1600 

.00151 

2 

1,727 

1.55 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1600 

.1575 

.00259 

2 

1,729 

2.67 

English  1  •  IV  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

( t  thnic i t y 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H  l  span  i  c.  ) 

3  way  Interaction  lest  <  ASVAi>*scx*cthrii  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2161 

.2160 

.00015 

1 

1,258 

0.24 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2160 

.2158 

.00016 

1 

1 , 259 

0.25 

SI  opr  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2140 

.2102 

. C044 1 

1 

1,262 

7.09  • 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2102 

.1282 

.08204 

1 

1,263 

131.20  ** 

S  l  ope  D  i  f  f  erences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1290 

.1290 

.00001 

1 

1,262 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1290 

.1281 

.o  oue/ 

1 

1,263 

1.25 

Table  D-3.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


E-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted  R^Change 

dfl 

df  2 

F 

English  1  -  !V  1984 

3-woy  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici  ty) 

•  1985  Senior  (fthnici 

1  2 

i  ty  =  White, 
.2172 

,  Black  & 

.2157 

H i spani c ) 

.00150 

2 

1,275 

1.22 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2157 

.2149 

.00079 

2 

1,277 

0.65 

Slope  Di  f  Terences  for  Sex 

f 

8 

.2072 

.2054 

.00180 

1 

1,283 

2.91 

Intercept  Differencas  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  2054 

.1751 

.03039 

1 

1,284 

49.11  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1804 

.1764 

.00394 

2 

1,281 

3.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1764 

.1751 

.00138 

2 

1,283 

1.08 

General  Math  1984  •  1985  freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic) 


3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty ) 

1 

2 

0920 

.0888 

.00321 

2 

1,167 

2.06 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

0EJ88 

.0852 

.00365 

2 

1,169 

2.34 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

0826 

.0811 

.00155 

1 

1,175 

1  .99 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

0811 

.0728 

.00823 

1 

1,176 

10.53 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

0753 

.0747 

.00064 

2 

1,173 

0.41 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

0747 

.0/28 

.CC185 

2 

1,175 

1.18 

General  Math  1985  -  1986 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

i  White  8. 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAO*sex*'ethr,ic  i  ty ) 

i 

2 

0369 

.0367 

.00025 

i 

549 

0.14 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0367 

.0334 

.00327 

i 

550 

1  .87 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0292 

.0276 

.00165 

i 

553 

0.94 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

O 

u 

9 

,  Ul.  »  o 

.0219 

.00563 

i 

554 

3.21 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0267 

.0223 

.00444 

i 

553 

2.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0223 

.0219 

.00035 

i 

554 

0.20 

General  Math  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(£  thrnc  i  ty 

x  white, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*cthni c  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.0918 

.0392 

.00260 

2 

736 

1.05 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0892 

.OW  3 

.00492 

2 

738 

2.00 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0791 

.0783 

.00080 

1 

744 

0.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0784 

.0740 

.00433 

1 

745 

3.50 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0796 

.0789 

.00075 

2 

742 

0.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  0789 

.0740 

.00486 

2 

74  4 

1.96 

General  Math  1985  •  1986 

Sophomor  e 

(Ethnicity 

-  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*‘,ex*ethmc  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.  1202 

.1144 

.0058/ 

1 

305 

2.04 

Sex  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1144 

.1121 

.00230 

1 

306 

G .  79 

SlopeDifferenr.es  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0901 

.0387 

.00146 

1 

309 

0.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sox 

8 

9 

.0887 

.0546 

.03405 

1 

310 

11.58 

Slope  Di  f  fercnces  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0755 

.0736 

.00198 

1 

309 

0.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

1? 

.0736 

.0546 

01893 

1 

310 

6.33 

General  Moth  19G4  -  19C5  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*cthnic  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.0913 

.0844 

. 00684 

1 

266 

2.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  I  ntcrac  1 1  on  Test 

2 

3 

.0644 

.  0G44 

. 00006 

1 

267 

0.02 

S  l  o[<  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

n 

.  0777 

.0799 

.00000 

1 

270 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

e 

9 

,079V 

.0516 

.02032 

1 

271 

8.34 

Slope  b  ;  f  fereners  for  fcthnlcity 

10 

1 1 

.056? 

.0538 

.00245 

1 

2/0 

0.70 

Intercept  D  i 1  tc-t  c-nccs  foi  Ethnicity 

ii 

12 

.0538 

.0516 

.00216 

1 

271 

0.62 

Table  D - 3 ■  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

General  Hath  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1271 

.1267 

.00045 

1 

222 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1267 

.1037 

.02297 

1 

223 

5.86 

General  Math 

1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici ty 

10 

11 

.1300 

.1272 

.00285 

1 

195 

0.64 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1272 

.1227 

.00449 

1 

196 

1.01 

General  Math  1984  -  1985  Senior 

(E thnic i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1064 

.1020 

.00439 

1 

230 

1.13 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1020 

.1015 

.00055 

1 

231 

0.14 

General  Math 

1984  -  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnic i ty  =  White  &  B 

lack)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  tor 

Ethni c i  ty 

10 

11 

.1508 

.  1489 

.00197 

1 

203 

0.47 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1489 

.1240 

.02488 

1 

204 

5.9o 

A  l  gebra 

1984  -  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

r  White  & 

Norwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ct 

hni c i ty) 

i 

2 

.2092 

.  c070 

.00215 

1 

1,180 

3.21 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2070 

.  207IJ 

.00002 

1 

1,181 

0.02 

Slope  D  i  f  ferences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2036 

.2024 

.00112 

1 

1,184 

1.67 

Intercept  Differences 

tor  Sex 

6 

V 

.  2u25 

.  1 61 V 

,U4U5V 

1 

1,165 

GU.Al  ** 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethni city 

10 

11 

.1683 

.1630 

.00528 

1 

1.184 

7.52  * 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1630 

.1619 

.00112 

1 

1/.S5 

1.58 

Algebra 

1985  -  1986 

freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

■  White  & 

Nonwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB'sex’ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2320 

.2317 

.00037 

1 

708 

0.34 

Sex  l  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2317 

.2302 

.00152 

1 

709 

1.40 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2202 

.2202 

.00007 

1 

712 

0.07 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2201 

.1834 

.03670 

1 

713 

33.56  ** 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11 

.1921 

.  1909 

.00122 

1 

712 

1 .07 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1909 

.1334 

.00746 

1 

713 

6.58 

A  l  gc-bra 

1984  •  1985 

Soph.Cxnorc  (Ethnicity 

-  unite 

&  WonwhltC) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (A$VAB*sex.*ethm c i  ty) 

1 

2 

.166? 

.1659 

.00032 

1 

871 

0.34 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1659 

.1611 

.00479 

1 

872 

5.01 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1609 

.1586 

.00236 

1 

875 

2.46 

Intercept  Differences 

f  *r  ?ny 

B 

9 

.1536 

.1351 

.02345 

i 

876 

24.41  ** 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic l ty 

10 

11 

.1353 

.1352 

.00010 

1 

87s 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences 

for  E  thnic  i  ty 

11 

12 

.1352 

.1351 

.00005 

1 

076 

C.Ox 

Al  gebr  a 

1985  •  1986 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

-  uh 1 1  e 

&  Bonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Tes 

t  <ASVAB*s»cx*ethr. i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1925 

.  191 1 

.00137 

1 

617 

1.04 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

? 

3 

.1911 

.1893 

.00178 

1 

618 

1.36 

Slop;  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1825 

.1802 

.00222 

1 

621 

1  .68 

1  niercc-pt  Differ  cnees 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1303 

.1643 

.01595 

1 

6?2 

12.10  ** 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thru  c  i  t  y 

10 

11 

.  '  683 

.1670 

.0018'* 

1 

621 

1.36 

1  nter  cept  b  i  f  f  er  erccs 

tor  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1670 

.1643 

.00269 

1 

622 

2.01 

3  8 


Table  D-3.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

full  Restricted 

Ful  l 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

a*  2 

F 

Algebra 

1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test 

(ASVA8*sex*elhni  c i ty)  1  2 

.  2343 

.2342 

.00016 

1 

489 

0.11 

Sex  6  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2  3 

.2342 

.2339 

.00022 

1 

490 

0.14 

Slope  0  i  fferences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2264 

.2262 

.00025 

1 

493 

0.16 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2262 

.1915 

.03468 

1 

494 

22.14  ** 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic)  ty 

10  11 

.1981 

.1955 

.00265 

1 

493 

1.63 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici ty 

11  12 

.1955 

.1915 

.00399 

1 

494 

2.45 

Algebra  1985  - 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  ter' 

ted) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1661 

.1568 

.00926 

1 

273 

3.03 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

3  9 

.1568 

.1488 

.00799 

1 

274 

2.60 

Algebra  1985 

-  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  -  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10  1 1 

.1689 

.1541 

.01487 

1 

273 

4.88 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnic  i  ty 

11  12 

.  1541 

.1489 

.00523 

1 

274 

1.69 

Algebra  1 984  ■ 

■  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  D  i  f  ferenres  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2602 

.2431 

.01711 

1 

265 

6.13 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2421 

.2046 

.03857 

1 

266 

13.56  ** 

Algebra  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

t*  Ncnwn  i  te ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thmc  i  ty 

10  11 

.2311 

.2210 

.01015 

1 

265 

3.50 

Intercept  Deferences 

for  Ethnic i  ty 

11  12 

.221C 

.2046 

.01642 

1 

266 

5.61 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Freshmen  (EThni  c i t y  not  tested) 

Slope  C  i  fferences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2664 

.H6t>3 

.00004 

1 

511 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2664 

.2585 

.0076- 

1 

512 

5.47 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986  freshmen  (Ethnicity  -  Unite 

,  Black  &  H 

ispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.2637 

.2613 

.00244 

2 

509 

0.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.2613 

.2585 

.00276 

2 

511 

0.95 

Geometry  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.mi 

.2732 

.00002 

1 

561 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.mi 

.2623 

.01093 

1 

562 

8.45  * 

Geometry  193-4  - 

19e5  Ssphoecrc  (Ethnicity  =  Unit 

e,  Black  s 

Hisparvc)  ($*?. 

y  not  tes 

ted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.2673 

.2626 

.00474 

2 

559 

1.81 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1  12 

.7626 

.2622 

.00033 

2 

561 

0.12 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.2591 

.2578 

.001 35 

1 

410 

C .  75 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.2578 

.2400 

.01778 

1 

411 

9.65  * 

Geometry  1785  -  1986  SnfJiomore  (Ethnicity  • 

White  &  Dl 

ack)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slept  Di  finances  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.2777 

.2673 

.00861 

1 

371 

4.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.2693 

.  c476 

.02172 

1 

372 

11.06  * 

4  3  'j 


Table  D-3.  (Continued) 


Conpar  i  son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df i  df£  F 


Geometry  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8  .2529 

.2517 

.00114 

1 

305 

0.46 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9  .2517 

.2340 

.01768 

1 

306 

7.23  * 

Geometry  1984  - 

1985 

Junior  (Ethnic i 

ty  =  Wh'te  i  Nonwhite) 

(Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11  .2350 

.2340 

.00099 

1 

305 

0.40 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .2341 

.2340 

.00001 

1 

306 

0.00 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986 

Junior  (Etnnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8  .3095 

.3076 

.00182 

1 

123 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9  .3076 

.2790 

.02667 

1 

124 

5.14 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

(Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11  .4013 

.3327 

.06852 

1 

123 

14.08  ** 

Geometry  1984  - 

1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8  .3047 

.2775 

.02713 

1 

107 

4.17 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9  .2775 

.2775 

.00006 

1 

108 

0.01 

Geometry  1984  • 

1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

(Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Oitterences  for 

fctnmci  ty 

10 

11  .3072 

.2945 

.0)291 

i 

107 

1 .99 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .2943 

.2775 

.C1685 

1 

108 

2.58 

Calculus  1985  • 

1986 

Junior  (Ethni c i ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8  .1681 

.1674 

.00076 

1 

147 

0.14 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9  .1674 

.1660 

.00133 

1 

148 

0.24 

General  Science 

1964 

•  1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  -  White,  Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c 

i  ty) 

1 

2  .2373 

.2356 

.00172 

2 

1,956 

2.20 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3  .2356 

.2267 

.00894 

2 

1,958 

11.45  ** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4  .2356 

.2348 

.00079 

3 

1,958 

0.68 

General  Science  1985 

-  1986  freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8  .1014 

.1001 

.00136 

1 

274 

0.41 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9  .1001 

.0948 

.00525 

1 

275 

1 .60 

General  Science  19Q5  ■ 

1956  f rnchmon  (Ethnicity  =  W^-tc  6  BlacF)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1280 

.0972 

.03078 

1 

240 

8.47  * 

General  Science 

1984 

•  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  ~  Whice  8. 

Ncnwh i tc) 

3 -way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAG*scx.*ethmc 

ity) 

1 

2  .210’ 

.2097 

.00035 

1 

341 

0.15 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3  .2097 

.1981 

.01158 

1 

342 

5.01 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8  .1937 

.  1910 

.00270 

1 

345 

1  .15 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9  .1910 

.1561 

.03488 

1 

346 

14.92  ** 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11  .'.647 

.1632 

.00150 

1 

345 

0.62 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Elhni city 

11 

12  .1632 

.1561 

.00717 

1 

346 

2.96 

*  * 


Table  0-3.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f  Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change  dfi 

Cf2 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1235 

.1207 

.00277  1 

183 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1207 

.0920 

.02871  1 

184 

General  Science 

1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White  £ 

Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ID 

11 

.1688 

.1687 

.00004  1 

158 

Intercept  Differences  for  ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1687 

.1244 

.04427  1 

159 

General  Science 

1984  -  1985 

Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1029 

.0990 

.00392  1 

174 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0990 

.0827 

.01631  1 

175 

General  Science  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Rlack)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1479 

.1457 

.00216  1 

149 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1457 

.0741 

.07162  1 

150 

General  Science 

1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2030 

.2030 

.00000  1 

258 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2030 

.1871 

.01591  1 

259 

uenerai  Science 

1  1965  -  i96o  junior 

(t  tnm  city  =  wn  i  «.e  »  Nci 

;■!!  1  it:  )  v  Sca 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.1919 

.1919 

.00001  1 

258 

Intercep1:  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

i? 

.1919 

.1871 

.00475  1 

259 

General  Science 

1984  *  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnic i t y  rot 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0664 

.0660 

.00045  1 

182 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0660 

.0518 

.01414  1 

183 

Biology  I  •  1 1  1984  -  1985 

F  reshmon 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2185 

.2182 

.00021  1 

299 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2183 

.2057 

.01251  1 

300 

Biology  I  •  1 1 

1984  -  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Se 

x  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.2151 

.2075 

.00754  1 

299 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethn’city 

11 

12 

.2076 

.2057 

.00179  1 

300 

3  i  o  ■  03  y  I  - 

I 1  IQgS  - 

1984  F  r  pshn-on  (Ethnicity  =  White  a.  Bl^ick ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*scx*cl 

hmei  ty) 

i 

2 

.1815 

.1815 

. GGD05  1 

1,119 

Sox  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1815 

.  1814 

. 00005  1 

1,120 

Slope  Differences  for  Set 

7 

8 

.1805 

.  1603 

.00022  1 

1,123 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sc/. 

8 

9 

.1803 

.1524 

.02790  1 

1 , 124 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnic ily 

10 

11 

.1533 

.1524 

.00093  1 

1, 123 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1524 

.1524 

.00001  1 

1,124 

F 


0.58 

6.01 


0.01 
8.47  * 


0.76 

3.17 


0.38 
12.58  ** 


C.OO 

5.17 


0.011 

1.52 


0.09 

2.77 


0.08 

4.80 


2.87 

0.68 


0.07 
0.C6 
0.30 
33.26  ** 
1.23 
001 


'14  1 


Table  0-3.  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R- 


F-Test  Corrparison 

ful  l 

Restr  icted 

full  1 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

Eioiogy  I  -  I 1  1984  - 

1985  Sophoffiorc  (tthnicity 

=  White 

,  Black  & 

H i spnnic ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*se**ethni ci ty) 

i 

2 

.2493 

.2465 

.00277 

2 

1,371 

2.53 

Set  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2465 

.2416 

.00497 

2 

1,373 

4.53 

Slope  Differences  for  Sc* 

7 

8 

.2311 

.2284 

.00270 

1 

1,379 

4.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2284 

.2104 

.01804 

1 

1 ,38U 

32.26  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2199 

.2183 

.00153 

2 

1,377 

1.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2183 

.2104 

.00794 

2 

1,379 

7.01  ** 

Biology  1  -  II  1905  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2542 

.2503 

.00389 

1 

335 

1.75 

Into  cept  Differences  for  St* 

8 

9 

.2503 

.2060 

.04434 

1 

336 

19.87  ** 

Biology  1  -  II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  6lack  i  Hispanic)  (Sc*  not  tested) 


Sicpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1  1 

.207/ 

.2064 

•C0134 

2 

333 

0.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnici 

ty 

11 

12 

.2064 

.2060 

.00039 

2 

335 

0.08 

Biol ogy 

I 

-  II  1984  - 

1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  4 

Nonwh i t 0 ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB'sex 

•ethnic i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2540 

.2517 

.00222 

1 

397 

1.18 

So*  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2517 

.2515 

.00020 

1 

398 

0.11 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2477 

.2396 

.00817 

1 

401 

4.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex 

8 

V 

-23V6 

.2UO« 

.03272 

1 

‘>07 

17.30  *  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2131 

.2105 

.00255 

1 

401 

1.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

i  1 

12 

.2105 

.2063 

.00370 

1 

402 

1.89 

Biology  I  • 

1 1 

1985  -  198o 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Se* 

7 

8 

.3448 

.3138 

.03104 

1 

147 

6.97  * 

Biology  I  - 

1 1 

1984  -  1985 

Scni or 

(Ethnicity  r.ot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3263 

.3212 

.00503 

1 

195 

1.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3212 

.2977 

.02355 

* 

•  'h  t 
i  t\J 

6. CO  * 

6iology  I 

- 

I  1  1984  -  1905  Senior 

(Ethnicity  •- 

|  White  &  Blai 

:k)  (Se*  not 

tested) 

Sicpe  Differences  for  Fthnicity 

10 

11 

.3653 

.3585 

.00683 

1 

176 

1.90 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.3585 

.2927 

.06580 

1 

177 

18.16  ** 

Chemistry  I  • 

I  1 

1985  •  1986 

r- 1  r  ,  h,:,  n 

(Ethnic  i  ty 

not  tested) 

Slv.*p3j  Differences  for  Gcx 

7 

fi 

.  2640 

.2543 

.00976 

1 

128 

1  .  7fi 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2543 

.2369 

.01736 

1 

129 

3.01 

Chemistry  I  -  II 

1984  -  1905 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

6 

.0815 

.0779 

.00359 

1 

163 

0.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0779 

.0564 

.02156 

1 

169 

3.95 

Chennstry  I 


II  19H'j  •  1986  $0[<hon-jf  c  (Eth.r.  city 


test'd) 


Slope  Dif  reronccs  for  Sc-* 

Inter  cept  Differences  for  Be* 


7  8  ,1575  .1539 

8  9  .1539  .1103 


00352  1 

430 

1.80 

04364  1 

431 

22.23 

7,  4/ 


T able  D -3 .  (Continued) 


Convar  i  sor, 

R2 

FTest  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^Chnnge  dfl 

df2 

F 

Chemistry  I  •  II  1984  *  1985  junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .2643  .2616  .00279  1  426  1.61 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2616  .2135  .04810  *  427  27.81  ** 

Chemistry  I  •  II  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhitj)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .2318  .2252  .00662  1  426  3.67 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .2252  .2135  .01177  1  427  6.49 

Chemistry  I  -  I:  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  -21 83  .2084  .00990  1  137  1.74 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2084  .1347  .07371  1  158  12.85  ** 

Chemistry  I  -  11  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Etnnicity  =  White  £  w ^ o )  (Ser.  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1506  .1504  .L-jG13  1  137  0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1504  .1347  .01573  1  138  2.55 

Chemistry  1  -  II  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  0  .2964  .2871  .00929  1  156  2.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2871  .2843  .00276  1  157  0.61 

Chemistry  i  -  ii  ivo4  *  1963  Semin  (ethnicity  -  white  o>  Kcuwiute)  (Sir*  nut  tc=.tcci) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .3082  .2868  .02146  1  156  4.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .2868  .2843  .00246  1  157  0.54 

Physics  1  -  II  1985  *  1966  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1688  .1556  .01320  1  232  3.69 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1556  .1147  .04087  1  233  11.28  ** 

Physics  I  -  II  1984  -  1935  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .2281  .2254  .00272  1  166  0.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex.  8  9  .2254  .1885  .03691  1  167  7.96  * 

Government  &  Civics  1984  •  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  3  .2794  .2775  .00197  1  344  0.94 

Intercept  Differences  *or  Sex  8  9  .2775  .2727  .00480  1  345  2.29 

Government  &  Civics  1064  1985  Snpvhomnre  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1715  .1571  .01436  1  155  2.69 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1571  .1194  .03771  1  156  6  98  * 

bovermnent  &  Civics  1955  -  1986  Soph  wrote  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope-  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1501  .1476  .00249  i  417  1.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1476  .1199  .02768  1  416  13.57  ** 

Cover nment  6  Civics  1985  -  1986  Sophcnore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1497  .1470  .00270  1  338  1.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1470  .1259  .02116  1  339  9.65  * 


T  abl  c  0  -  3  .  (Continued) 


F-Test  Comparison 

Compar i son 

Full  Restricted 

full 

r2 

Restricted  R 

^Change 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

Government  &  Civics  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested; 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2550 

.2530 

.00204 

1 

456 

1.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.253) 

.2332 

.01980 

1 

457 

12.11 

** 

I  Government  &  Civics  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2454 

.2436 

.0017? 

1 

456 

1.0S 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2436 

.2332 

.01039 

1 

457 

6.28 

Government  &  Civics  1535 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethm  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2818 

.2807 

.00114 

1 

707 

1.12 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2307 

.2787 

.00201 

1 

708 

1.98 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2774 

.2762 

.00127 

1 

711 

1.25 

intercept  Difieient.es  for  4c« 

a 

.  2  Fot- 

.2462 

.02595 

1 

712 

29 . 46 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.2475 

.2 4  73 

.00026 

1 

711 

0.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2473 

.2462 

.00104 

1 

712 

0.98 

Government  &  Civics  1584 

-  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB'sex'etnnic i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2548 

.2546 

.00015 

1 

602 

0.12 

Sex  3  Ethr.icity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.  2S46 

.2545 

.00015 

1 

603 

0.12 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2526 

.2524 

.00014 

1 

606 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

O 

n 

y 

*)t  **  ' 

.2415 

.01095 

i 

60? 

8.89 

* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.2439 

.2438 

.00016 

1 

606 

0. 13 

Intercept  Diffeiences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2433 

.2415 

.00230 

1 

607 

1 .85 

history  1984  -  1535 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White, 

Black  &  H i spani c  ) 

3-way  Interact i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2523 

.2513 

. 00093 

2 

1,319 

0.82 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2513 

.2484 

. 00292 

2 

1,321 

2.57 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

1 

8 

.2428 

.2422 

.00003 

1 

1,327 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

5 

9 

.2428 

.2117 

.03106 

1 

1,328 

54.47 

** 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2172 

.2120 

.00520 

2 

1,325 

4.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2120 

.2117 

.00028 

2 

1,327 

0.24 

history  VV85  -  1586 

f  reshmer 

(Ethnicity  - 

White-  & 

Black ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA6*stx*ethr.ici  ty) 

1 

2 

.2432 

.2432 

.00000 

1 

1,343 

o.oc 

1 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.  2432 

.2431 

.00010 

1 

1 , 344 

0.17 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2409 

.2409 

.OOCOI 

1 

1,347 

0.02 

Intercept  Differer-ees  *or  Sex 

8 

9 

.241)9 

.2329 

.00796 

1 

1,348 

14.13 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2349 

.2348 

.00005 

1 

1,347 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2348 

.2329 

.00187 

1 

1,348 

3.30 

History  1984  -  1535 

Soph oner 

e  (Ethnicity 

=-  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*e thn> c i t y ) 

1 

2 

.2477 

.  2470 

.00069 

1 

1  ,430 

1.31 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2470 

.2460 

.00098 

1 

1,431 

1  87 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

e 

.2404 

.2404 

.00001 

1 

1,434 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

3 

9 

.2404 

.2248 

.01562 

1 

1,435 

29.52 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.2303 

.2302 

. 00004 

1 

1,434 

0.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2302 

.2248 

. 00544 

1 

1,435 

10.U 

ft 

4  4$ 

Table  0-3.  (Continued) 


I _ 

Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restr icted  R 

^Change 

df  i 

df2 

r 

History  1985  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  white, 

Black  &  Hi  span; 

c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2155 

.2150 

.00053 

2 

1 ,965 

0.49 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2150 

.2087 

.00621 

2 

1,967 

5.80  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1878 

.1663 

.00199 

1 

1,973 

2.71 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1863 

.1995 

.03682 

1 

1,974 

66.69  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1729 

.  1691 

.00832 

2 

1,471 

7.39  ** 

History  1989  - 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3 -way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*ethn i c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2765 

.2752 

.00126 

1 

1,10? 

1  .92 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2752 

.2750 

.00025 

1 

1,103 

0.38 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2652 

.2650 

.00021 

1 

1,106 

0.31 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2650 

.2335 

.03199 

1 

1,107 

47.43  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2930 

.2926 

.00032 

1 

1,106 

0.47 

Intercept  Differences  fer  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2926 

.2335 

.00912 

1 

1,107 

13.39  ** 

History  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2308 

.2124 

.01845 

1 

423 

10.26  ’ 

History  1985  - 

1986 

Jum  or 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  i.  Block ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thmc  i  ty 

10 

11 

.1821 

.1813 

. 0uu76 

1 

409 

0.38 

1' 

12 

.  18'3 

.1706 

nin7n 

1 

410 

5.36 

History  1989  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnic' ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.3617 

.3593 

.00237 

1 

423 

1.57 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3593 

.3497 

.00964 

1 

424 

6.38 

History  '984  - 

1485 

Senior 

(Ethnic i ty  - 

White  £  Black ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.394  1 

.5903 

.00377 

1 

402 

2.50 

Intercept  Difference;, 

for  Ethnici ty 

11 

12 

.3903 

.3598 

.03051 

1 

403 

20.17  ** 

Foreign  Language  1959 

■  1985 

>  FieshTcn  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2787 

.2787 

.00002 

1 

1,012 

0.0? 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2787 

.2269 

.05174 

5 

1,013 

72.66  ** 

Foreign  Language  1989 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  &  Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

10  11 

.2424  .2398 

.00263 

2 

1,010 

11  i2 

.2398  .2269 

.01285 

2 

1,012 

1.75 
6.56  ** 


coreign  Language  1985  • 
Slope  bif Terences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

7 

e 

.2150 

8 

9 

.  ?134 

2134 

.00156  1 

797 

1.58 

1708 

.04268  1 

798 

43.30 

Foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

-  White,  Black  6  I 

1 1 span i c > 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Sicpc  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1824 

.1760 

. 0064 7 

2 

795 

3.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1760 

.1708 

.00518 

2 

797 

2.51 

4  4  ‘3 


Table  D-3.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

full 

Restricted 

Ful  l  1 

Restricted  R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Foreign  language  1934  -  1935  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2458 

.2456  .00017 

1 

892 

0.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2456 

.1664  .07917 

1 

893 

93.71 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black 

& 

Hispamc)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1807 

.1755  .00519 

2 

890 

2.82 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1755 

.1664  .00912 

2 

892 

4.93 

foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnic’ 

rv  =  uh i to 

&  Nonuh’ re) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*erhnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1906 

.1891  .00143 

1 

604 

1.06 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1891 

.1888  .00038 

1 

605 

0.28 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1799 

.1787  .00120 

1 

608 

0.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1787 

.1169  . Obi  73 

1 

609 

45.77 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1295 

.1295  .00000 

1 

608 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1295 

.116?  .01253 

1 

609 

8.77 

Foreign  language  1984  - 

1985 

Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not 

tested) 

Slope  D-.t'ercncer  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.23  n 

.2341  .00316 

1 

480 

1.99 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2341 

.1518  .08231 

1 

481 

51.69 

Foreign  Language  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Fthnici*y  c  white, 

Olack  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethmci.y 

10 

11 

.1693 

.1646  .00470 

2 

4  78 

1.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1646 

.1518  .01281 

2 

480 

3.68 

Foreign  language  1985  • 

1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1964 

.1851  .01128 

1 

247 

3.47 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1851 

.1373  .04779 

1 

248 

14.54 

roreign  language  1985  - 

1986 

Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

-  White  £  H.i 

spanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Siope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1010 

.0934  .00765 

1 

205 

1  .74 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0934 

.0915  .00186 

1 

206 

0.42 

Foreign  language  1984  - 

1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not 

testeo) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2061 

.2046  .00149 

1 

224 

0.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2046 

.1827  .02190 

1 

225 

6.19 

Foreign  language  1984  - 

1985 

Senior 

(E  thnic i ty 

=  Wh i t c  !  Hi 

spanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1364 

.1364  .00007 

1 

185 

0.01 

Intei  <-cpt  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1364 

.1300  .00639 

1 

186 

1.38 

Secretary  S  Office  Fcljcaticn 

1985 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  Unite 

&  Hon»hi te)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1417 

.1404  .00128 

1 

215 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1404 

.1402  .00020 

1 

216 

0.05 

Secretary  i  Office  Education 

1984 

-  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Honvhite)  (Sex  not 

test'll 

) 

1  '  .  I  1  itf  illUs  iwi  Lullliuif 

1C 

t  , 

.1163 

. 10o2  .UiuOx 

1 

220 

2.51 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1062 

.1015  .00471 

1 

221 

1.16 

446 


Table  0-3.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


S 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restrictea  Full  Restricted  R‘-Change  df}  df2 


Typing  4  Word  Processing  198^  •  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .2169  .2165  .00044  1  507 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2165  .2036  .01281  '  508 


Typing  4  Uord  Processing  1984-1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  H'sponic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


10 

11 


11 

12 


.2073 

.2056 


.2056 

.2037 


.00168 

,u0197 


Typing  4  Word  Processing  198S  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1802  .1802 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1802  .1508 


.00003  1 

.02939  1 


Typing  4  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  4  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1444  .1434  .00102  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1434  .1424  .00106  1 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  1935  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .2089  .2083  .00067  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2033  .1662  .04203  1 


505 

507 


492 

493 


445 

446 


631 

632 


Tyomq  4  Uord  Processing  1984-1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  white.  Black  4  Hispanic)  ('ex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


10 

11 


11 

12 


.1672 

.1664 


.1664 

.1663 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986.  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1649  .1599 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1599  .1506 


.00086 

.00012 


.00502 

.00934 


1 


Typing  4  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  4  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1578  .1551  .00271  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1551  .1514  .00363  1 

Typing  4  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  net  ♦  si-id; 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  . c  1 0 1  .2084  .00165  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2035  .1456  .06283  1 

Typing  4  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  white  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1493  .1423  .00002  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1423  .1408  .00153  1 

Typing  S  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slept:  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1566  .1493  .00729  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1493  .1128  .05644  1 

T wm nq  4  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  4  honwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 
Slcpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  1"  .1380  .1341  .00390  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1341  .1129  .02126  1 


629 

631 


405 

406 


374 

375 


391 

392 


359 

360 


221 

222 


221 

222 


0.28 

8.30 


0.54 

0.63 


0.02 

17.68  ** 


0.53 

0.55 


0.53 

33.55  *» 


0.32 

0.04 


2.43 

4.51 


1 .20 

1.61 


0.82 

31.12 


0.01 

0.64 


1.91 

9.51 


1.00 

5.45 
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Tabic  0-3.  ( Continued) 


Compar i son 


R- 


r-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted 


Full  Restricted  R^Change  at) 


df2 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

•  1985  Senior 

(Ethnici ty 

1  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2095 

2074 

.00218  1 

216 

0.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  cj* 

8 

0 

.2074 

1 7c  C 

.03341  1 

217 

9.15 

Account mg/Bookkeeoing  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(ttnnfci  ty  not  terted) 

Slope  Differences  tor  Scr. 

7 

8 

.2105 

2104 

00016  1 

311 

o.G6 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2104 

1614 

.04893  1 

312 

19.33 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1984 

■  1985  junior 

(Ethnici  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2927 

2890 

.00371  1 

239 

1.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2890 

1958 

.09319  1 

240 

31.45 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  198S  ■ 

■  1986  Junior 

(Ethnici  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1552 

1525 

.00267  1 

185 

0.53 

Intercept  Differences  fer  Sex 

3 

9 

.1525 

1 145 

.03905  1 

186 

8.35 

Account i ng/Bookkeepi ng  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(E  thnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2161 

2109 

.00518  1 

247 

1 .63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

0 

9 

.2109 

1735 

.03741  1 

248 

11.76 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2172 

.2165 

.00071  1 

547 

0.50 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2165 

.1697 

.04680  1 

548 

32.74 

Home  Economics  1984-1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2321 

.2318 

.00037  1 

519 

0.25 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici ty 

11 

12 

.2310 

.1581 

.07365  1 

520 

49.85’ 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1543 

.1529 

.00139  1 

312 

0.51 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1529 

.0932 

.05966  1 

313 

22.04 

Heme  Economics  1985-1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnic i ty  = 

White  &  Ncnwliite)  (Sex 

not  tested; 

Slope  Difterences  for 

Ethnici ty 

10 

11 

.1044 

.1036 

.00077  1 

312 

0.27 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici ty 

1 1 

12 

.1037 

.0932 

.01043  1 

313 

3.64 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985 

Srphomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2007 

.2000 

.00065  1 

321 

0.26 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2000 

.1475 

.05248  1 

322 

21.12 

Hvxx?  Eccnonics  1904-1935 

Sophomore 

(Ethnic ’ ty  = 

White  &  f.’cr.whi 

te)  (Sex 

not  tested; 

Slope  Deferences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

1 1 

.1905 

.1876 

.00292  1 

321 

1.16 

Intercept  0 1 r f c renccs 

tor  Etlmicity 

11 

12 

.  1876 

.1475 

.04003  1 

322 

15.36 

home  Economics  1985  -  1986 

Soph  cxi  icre 

(Ethnic l ty 

not  tested) 

Mope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1668 

.1667 

.00007  1 

394 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1667 

.1102 

.05655  1 

395 

26.81 
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T ab l e  0-3.  (Concluded) 


Comparison 

R2 

F-1es(  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R-Change 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

Home  Economics  1985-1966  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nenwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.1138 

1137 

.00010 

1 

394 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  18 

.1137 

1  ’02 

.00348 

1 

395 

1.55 

Home  Economics  1984  • 

1985 

Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.1832 

1831 

.00007 

1 

279 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.1831 

1550 

.02806 

1 

280 

9.62  * 

Homo  Economics  1984- 

1980 

Junior  .Ethnicity  =  White  &  Non-white) 

(Sex  n 

et  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.1604 

1 6C  4 

.ocoaj 

279 

C.OO 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1604 

1550 

.00538 

1 

280 

1 .79 

Home  Economics  1903  - 

1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  r.ot 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.2243 

2236 

. 00070 

1 

358 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.2236 

1102 

.11338 

1 

359 

52.43  ** 

Home  Economies  1985- 

1986 

Junior  (E« nr -city  =  Whi 

to  A  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  n 

ot  tested) 

S l epe  D i f f erences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.1140 

1 140 

.00003 

1 

358 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1140 

1102 

.00379 

1 

359 

1.54 

Hcmv  Eronomics  1984  - 

1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  net 

tested) 

S i ope  D  i  f t erences  for  Sex 

1  o 

.1970 

1969 

0001  1 

310 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.1969 

1539 

.04)93 

1 

319 

17.05  •* 

Home  Economics  1984 

-1985 

Senio:  (Ethnicity  =  Whit'  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.1622 

1542 

.00799 

1 

318 

3.C3 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  i2 

.1542 

1539 

. 00026 

1 

3  ’9 

0.10 

Computer  Programming  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

no!  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.  2625 

2615 

.00104 

1 

227 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.2615 

.1924 

.06910 

1 

228 

21.33  ** 

Computer  Programming  1934  -  1935  Junior  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  0 i f f erences  fer  Sex 

/  S 

.2957 

.2921 

.00365 

t 

240 

1.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.2921 

2725 

. G1960 

1 

241 

6.67 

Ccxnputer  Programing  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

S  lope  D  i  f f erences  for  Sex 

t  8 

.3555 

35s  1 

.  00 '2'f 

1 

157 

0.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.3541 

2490 

.'0517 

■1 

158 

25.73  ** 

Computer  Programming  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.2208 

2193 

.00092 

1 

'52 

0.18 

Intercept  Deferences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.2193 

.2195 

.00035 

1 

153 

G.CV 

’  P  <  .01  . 
‘‘  p  <  .001. 
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T  able  D-4 .  F-Tests  of  Significance  for  Mechanical  4  Crafts  Composite 


Compar i  son 


R 


? 


F  •  Test  Comparison 

p 

Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  RcChnnge 

df  i 

df2 

F 

English  1  •  IV  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(T 

..hnicity  =  White, 

Btocx  4 

H  i  spam  c  ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2005 

.1998 

.00072 

2 

2,422 

1.09 

Sc*  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1998 

.1957 

.00406 

2 

2,424 

6.15 

* 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

.1950 

.1897 

.00523 

1 

2,430 

15.92 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1001 

.1000 

.00006 

2 

2,428 

0.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1000 

.0988 

. 00 1 " 1 

2 

2,430 

1.64 

English  I  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnic  i  ty  -  W'h  i  te. 

Black  & 

H  i  spam  c  ) 

3way  lr.teraction  Test  (ASVA8* sex'ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1495 

.1471 

.00238 

2 

1,990 

2.78 

Sc;  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1499 

.1470 

.00292 

2 

1,991 

3.41 

Slv-po  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1366 

.1337 

.00293 

1 

1,997 

6.79 

Intercept  C i '  t  .>rences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1337 

.  06w9 

.06873 

1 

1,998 

158.52 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0763 

.0737 

.00266 

2 

1,995 

2.87 

intercept  Di f f erences  to--  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.0737 

.0649 

.00872 

2 

1,997 

9.4C 

** 

English  I  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnic  ty  =  W'h i  to, 

Black  4 

H i spanic ) 

3  way  Intcrat  t  lun  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*cthni c i  ty) 

1 

2 

,?ns«t 

.2051 

.00072 

2 

2,296 

1.04 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Intel  action  Test 

2 

3 

.2051 

.2043 

.00081 

2 

2,290 

1.16 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.2020 

.1873 

.01468 

1 

2,304 

42.38 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0925 

.0915 

.00101 

2 

2,302 

1.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0915 

.0831 

.00841 

2 

2,304 

10.67 

*  * 

English  1  •  IV  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  =  White, 

B l ack  4 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAb*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1986 

.1985 

.00006 

2 

1,9-2 

0.07 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  interaction  test 

2 

3 

.1985 

.1984 

.00015 

2 

1,944 

0.19 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1901 

.1779 

.01222 

1 

1,950 

29. -2 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0888 

.0883 

.00055 

2 

1,948 

0.59 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0883 

.0664 

.02182 

2 

1,950 

23.33 

*  * 

English  I  -  IV  1984 

-  1935  Junior 

(El 

:hni c i ty  -  White, 

Black  4 

H i spanic ) 

3-vay  Interaction  lest  (ASVA3*scx*ethni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1796 

.1795 

.00012 

2 

1,721 

G.  12 

Sex  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

L. 

3 

.  1 795 

.1791 

.00039 

2 

1,723 

0 . 4 1 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1761 

.1632 

.01293 

1 

1,729 

27.13 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0436 

.0435 

.00009 

2 

1,727 

0.09 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0435 

.  5329 

.01065 

2 

1,729 

9.63 

*  * 

English  1  -  IV  1965-86  Junior  (Ethnic. ty  =  Uh’te 

£  Black) 

3*  way  Interaction  Tc.  *  •»‘V;A8*sc**ethnic  i  ly) 

1 

p 

.  1660 

.  1660 

00000 

1 

1,258 

0.00 

Sc/.  £  Ethnicity  Intt.acli  Test 

2 

3 

.1660 

.  1660 

.00000 

1 

1,259 

0.00 

Slcpe  OifTerences  for  Ce/ 

7 

8 

.1655 

.  151c 

.01-06 

1 

1 , 262 

21.27 

*  * 

Siope  Differences  for  :  thru  city 

10 

1 1 

.0300 

.  C290 

.00091 

1 

1 , 262 

1 .  18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Lthnicity 

1 1 

12 

.0290 

.  02  09 

.00813 

1 

1,263 

10.58 

* 

450 


1  abl c  D - U .  (Continued) 


Compan  son 


R? 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R'^Change 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

English  1  •  IV  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

White 

Block  &  Hi 

spanic ) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  ( ASVA3*  sen'c  t  hrn  c  i  ty  > 

1 

2 

1543 

.1540 

.00039 

2 

1,275 

0.29 

Sex  x  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

1540 

.1521 

.00190 

2 

1,277 

1.43 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

1466 

.1375 

.00917 

1 

1,283 

13.78 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

0715 

.0686 

.00280 

2 

1,281 

1.93 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

0687 

.0643 

.00436 

2 

1,283 

3.01 

General  Math  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

White 

Black  &  Hi 

spanir) 

3 -way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

0612 

.0606 

.00058 

2 

1 , 167 

0.36 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

06G6 

.0588 

.00180 

2 

1.169 

1.12 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

0545 

.0543 

.00021 

1 

1,175 

0.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

0543 

.0337 

. C2057 

1 

1,176 

25.57 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

0379 

.0359 

.0019? 

2 

1,173 

1.20 

Intercept  Dif'erences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

0359 

.033? 

.00220 

2 

1,175 

1.34 

General  Math 

1985  •  1986  freshmen  (Ethn 

city  = 

white.  Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-uay  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA6*scx*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

0307 

.0307 

.00002 

1 

549 

0.01 

Sex  &  Ethnic  ty  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

0307 

.0284 

.00228 

1 

550 

1.30 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

0234 

.0233 

.00006 

1 

5  53 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

0233 

.0116 

.01166 

1 

51)4 

6 . 62 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0163 

.0125 

.00381 

1 

553 

2.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

0125 

.0116 

. 00087 

1 

554 

0.49 

General  Math  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethmci  ty 

=  White,  Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.0708 

.0647 

.00611 

2 

736 

2.42 

Sex  6  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0647 

.0601 

.00459 

2 

738 

1.81 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0473 

.0452 

.00205 

1 

744 

1.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0452 

.0351 

.01013 

1 

745 

7.90 

Slope  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0457 

.0443 

.00148 

2 

742 

0.58 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0443 

.0351 

.00917 

"1 

C 

744 

3.57 

General  Math  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White  &  81 ack ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASvA6*sex*ethm  c  i  ty) 

1 

C 

.1112 

.  103/ 

.00258 

1 

305 

0.88 

Sex  a  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1087 

.1081 

. C0060 

1 

306 

0.21 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0922 

.0922 

.00003 

1 

309 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0922 

.0330 

.05924 

1 

310 

20.23 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

13 

1  1 

.0554 

.0481 

.007..9 

1 

309 

2.36 

Intercept  D  >  f  f  ei  t-nees  fui  cUmieity 

11 

12 

.0481 

r.  t  7  r\ 

.  u  J  Ju 

.01510 

310 

4.92 

General  Math  19£4 

■  1985  Junior 

(Ethn'ci ty  = 

White 

L  Black) 

3-w  y  interaction  lest  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.0708 

.0689 

.00185 

1 

266 

0.53 

Se  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

c 

3 

.0689 

.0671 

.00183 

1 

267 

0.53 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0619 

.  0605 

.00138 

; 

270 

0.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0605 

.0169 

.04358 

1 

271 

12.57 

S  l  epe  D  l  f  f  erenccs  for  Etnnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0268 

.  0  c  0  a 

. 0064  7 

1 

270 

1.79 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.  020a 

.0169 

.00345 

1 

271 

J  .95 

4!31 


y  .‘it  1  e  0  -  4  .  (Continued) 


■> 

Comparison  R4- 


F-Test  Comparison 

Fall  Restricted 

Full 

Rest  r i c  tea 

RLChangc 

dr 

Of  2 

F 

General  Moth  1985  *  1986  J 

vir.ior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1102 

.  1043 

.00588 

1 

22? 

1.47 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1043 

.0430 

.06138 

1 

223 

15.28 

*  * 

General  Math  1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  -  White  &  Blacx)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Mope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0623 

.0599 

.00241 

i 

195 

0.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0599 

.0554 

.  0C.47 

1 

196 

C.93 

General  Math  1934  -  1985  Sonic:  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1048 

.0837 

. 0 1 606 

1 

230 

4.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0887 

.0783 

.01037 

1 

231 

2.63 

General  Mate  1984  •  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  unite  &  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1109 

.  1091 

.00168 

i 

203 

0.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1090 

.0941 

.01490 

1 

204 

3.41 

Algebra  1934  •  1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnic i ty  = 

Wh i t  c  & 

Wonwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethni ; i ty) 

1 

2 

.1351 

.1312 

.00385 

1 

1,160 

5.25 

Sex  &  Etr.nicity  Interaction  Test 

8 

3 

.131? 

.1307 

.00054 

i 

1,181 

0.74 

Slope  Di  f  fcrc.oces  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.'295 

.1224 

.00713 

1 

1,184 

9.70 

* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1224 

.0488 

.07352 

1 

1,185 

99.27 

*  * 

Slope  references  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0524 

.0488 

.  00.53 1 

i 

1 , 184 

4.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0488 

.0488 

.00000 

1 

1,185 

0.00 

Algebra  1985  -  1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

Wh ;  t  o  & 

Ncnwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethm c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1597 

.1595 

.00016 

1 

708 

0.13 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1595 

.1581 

.00140 

1 

709 

1.18 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1509 

.1446 

.00623 

1 

71? 

5.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1446 

.0618 

.08285 

1 

713 

69.06 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Etnnicity 

10 

11 

.0765 

.0750 

.00152 

1 

712 

1.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0750 

.0618 

.01317 

1 

713 

10.15 

* 

Algebra  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

-  white 

S.  Ncrwh  ite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAE*sex*eth.ni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.0880 

.0876 

.0004  0 

t 

871 

0.43 

Sex  6  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0876 

.0813 

. 00630 

1 

872 

6.02 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0808 

.0725 

•0uS23 

1 

875 

7.83 

* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0725 

.  0265 

.  hco02 

1 

876 

43.47 

A  • 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

i  r» 

1  1 

.0279 

.  0278 

.09012 

1 

875 

0.1  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  ethnicity 

ii 

12 

.0273 

.0265 

.00126 

1 

876 

1.14 

Algebra  1985  -  1936 

Scphomot  e 

(Ethnic l l y 

=  While 

£  Ncnwh ite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*ethm  c  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.1150 

.  1 149 

.00008 

1 

617 

0.03 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1149 

.  1 141 

.00079 

1 

618 

0.55 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1065 

.1001 

.00642 

1 

621 

4.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1001 

.0583 

.0x159 

1 

622 

28.74 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0673 

.  0663 

.00044 

1 

621 

0.30 

Intercept  Diffeiences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.  0668 

.0585 

.00829 

i 

622 

5.53 

4 


T  op  l  c  D  4 .  ( Con  1 1  nuco ) 


Compos  i  son 


f-Test  Coupon  son 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R1- Change 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

A l gobra 

'984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  R l nc 

k) 

3 -way  Inter. ic tier.  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*cthi 

■icily)  1  2 

.1092 

.  1027 

. u J650 

1 

490 

3.57 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Toot 

2  3 

.1124 

.112? 

.00022 

1 

490 

0.12 

Slope  Differences  tor  $cx 

7  8 

.1006 

.  093 1 

.00750 

1 

493 

4.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8  9 

.0931 

.0310 

.Or  211 

1 

494 

33.83 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.0415 

.0324 

.0C905 

i 

493 

4.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.0325 

.0310 

.00.48 

l 

494 

..76 

Algebra  1985  • 

19£)o  Junior  (Sth'iicity  net  tes 

tea) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  3 

.0331 

.0591 

.02410 

1 

273 

7.18 

Algebra  1985 

•  1938  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhitc) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Fthnii  ity 

10  1 1 

.  0592 

.0591 

.00009 

l 

27: 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnic' ty 

11  12 

.0591 

.0393 

.01928 

1 

274 

5.61 

Algebra  1984 

■  1985  Senioi  (Ethnicity  not  tes 

ted) 

Slope  Differences  for  $ex 

7  8 

.1089 

,08.8 

.02411 

1 

265 

7.17 

Alcebrn  198* 

•  1985  Se.i'Oi  (Ethnicity  -  White 

i  Nonwhitc) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Di ff erences  fci  Ethnicity 

10  11 

.0364 

.0206 

.01579 

1 

265 

4.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.0206 

.0200 

.00065 

1 

266 

0.18 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  frcshiiK'n  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7  8 

.1735 

.1710 

.00244 

l 

511 

1  .51 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

0  9 

.1710 

.1376 

.03341 

1 

512 

20.63 

Gecxnctry  1985  -  1 986  Frcshrrcn  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Block  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


S 1  ope  Di f f crcnces  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1476 

.1461 

.00148 

2 

509 

0.44 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethni _ , ty 

11 

12 

.1461 

.1376 

.00850 

2 

511 

2.54 

Geometry  1984 

•  1985  Sopho.T.cre 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

SI  ope  0  i  f  f  erences.  for 

Sex 

7 

9 

.1909 

.1876 

.0031? 

1 

561 

2.16 

Intercept  Differences 

for  .lex 

8 

9 

.1878 

.1321 

.05563 

1 

562 

38.49 

Geometry  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  -  White 

Black  &  r 

ispnric) 

(Sex  no’  tes 

ted) 

Slope  Di  ffcrcrices  for 

m 

T 

o 

•< 

10 

11 

.  1444 

.1351 

.00938 

2 

559 

3.07 

Intercept  Diff.renccs 

for  Ethnic i ty 

11 

12 

.1351 

.1321 

.00294 

2 

561 

0.95 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Cl ff erences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2300 

.2281 

.00166 

* 

4  1 0 

1 . 00 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

V 

.2281 

.  1490 

.07918 

1 

411 

42.16 

Geometry  1985  •  1v8o  scphc.irOi 

1  c  (1  .hmc  1 1  /  = 

wh  1 1  e  4  '1 1  a 

:k)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

S  !  ope  Di  f  f  ere  ires  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1871 

.1785 

. 00866 

• 

371 

3.95 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnic i t i 

11 

1? 

.  1  783 

.1514 

.02708 

1 

372 

12.26 

Geometry  198-i  -  1955  junior  (ttnmcity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  f  jr  Sex  /  3  .2017  .  .01893  1  305  7.23 


4  3  3 


Tahir  D • u  .  (Continued; 


Cooper  1  son 


1(2 


St  Comparison 


full  Restricted 


■  il  l 


Restricted  RChan'e  df i  dfn 


Geometry  1984 

-  1985  Junior  (Ethnic. ty 

-  White  &  Nonwhi te) 

(Sex 

not 

tested) 

>e  Oi  t  fer  cnees  fee 

Ethnicity 

10  11 

.1145 

.1103 

.00423 

1 

305 

1 .46 

rcept  0  i  f  feren.ces 

for  Ethnic . ty 

11  12 

.1103 

.1103 

.noooo 

1 

306 

0.00 

Geometry  1985  - 

1 966  Junior  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

>  ‘.iffcrences  for 

Sen 

7  8 

.2455 

.2219 

.02363 

1 

123 

i.lj 

•i  cept  D  i  f  f  crences 

for  Sen 

8  9 

.2219 

.1533 

. 06859 

1 

124 

1 U .9*  * 

Gronctry  1985 

*  junior  (Ethnicity 

~  Unite  &  Non-wh  i  t  e) 

(Sex 

n-'t 

tested) 

■d  Oi f fer onccs  f  r 

Ethr.i  c  i  ly 

10  11 

.  2c40 

.2312 

.01275 

1 

123 

2.08 

i  cept  D  i  f  f crenccs 

for  f  thnic  » ty 

11  12 

.2312 

.1533 

.07792 

1 

124 

12.57  •* 

Geometry  1984  • 

19$$  Senior  (ethnicity 

rot  tested) 

r  Oiff crcnccs  i or 

Sex 

7  8 

.  2058 

.  2056 

.00013 

1 

107 

0.02 

rcept  DiMcrcnces 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2057 

.1959 

.00971 

1 

108 

1.32 

Geometry  198c 

•  198^  Senior  (Ethnicity 

x  White  &  Ncnwhitc) 

( Sex 

not 

tested) 

«c  Differences  tor 

Ethnicity 

10  11 

.2123 

.2123 

.00006 

1 

107 

0.01 

rcept  D  i  f  fci  en'cs 

tor  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.2123 

.1959 

.0163! 

1 

1 08 

2.24 

General  Science 

1989  1983  freshmen  (Ethnicity  -  white,  Black  c 

.  hi 

spani c ) 

i y  !  ill  v»  ut(  •  yii  Tea1 

,  /  •  <  .  .  4  n  •  »  .  •  i.  . 

1  \«j«n l>  awA  l  umi 

■  i  •  •-  *  *> 

V.  ■  k  7  / 

.1915 

.  1S97 

nntnt 

~i 

t- 

1,956 

2.58 

&  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2  3 

.  1897 

.1829 

.00680 

2 

1,958 

8.22  ** 

.istent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of 

Subgroup  2  4 

.1897 

.1872 

.00246 

3 

1,958 

1.9E 

General  Science  192 

5  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

x.’  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1249 

.1209 

.00406 

1 

274 

1.27 

■rcept  D  i  f  fcrc.occs 

fur  Sex 

E  9 

.1209 

.0953 

.02554 

1 

275 

7.99  * 

Genera!  Science  1985  •  1986  fr-.sl.mcn  (Ethnicity  =  white  &  Black)  C Sex  not  tested) 


♦Differences  for  Ethnicity 

*»0 

11 

.1099 

.0960 

.01389  1 

240 

3.75 

'cept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

r« 

12 

.0960 

.0953 

.00069  1 

241 

0.18 

General  Science  1984  ■ 

1 9  6  $  S  Ofjh  wno  r  c  ( f. ' 

Ihnic i ty  =  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

ly  Intel  action  Test  (ASVAB*sen*ethnici ty) 

i 

2 

.  2004 

.2003 

.00002  1 

341 

0.01 

i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2003 

.1859 

.01447  1 

342 

6.19 

>e  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1675 

.167.1 

.00321  1 

345 

1  .33 

treept  0  >  f  f trenec.  for  Sex 

8 

V 

.  1641 

.0850 

.07918  1 

346 

32.78  ** 

>e  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.102! 

.0983 

.00406  1 

345 

1.56 

rrr.cpt  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.0983 

.0849 

.01335  1 

346 

5.12 

General  Science  1985  1986 

So, '/horror  c 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

ic  Cn 'ft rentes  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.  H22 

.  1422 

.00000  1 

183 

O.OC 

trccpl  Di  f  fer  cncc-S  fur  St  x 

e 

9 

.1422 

.0055 

.05678  1 

184 

12.18  ** 

4  4 


T  abl  c  D  .  (Continued) 


Comparison  k” 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df  2 

f 

General  Science  196S  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  Uhite  &  Biack)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1417 

.1403 

.00130 

1 

158 

0.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1404 

.1001 

.04026 

1 

159 

7.45 

* 

Genera'  Science  198S  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnic i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1527 

.1469 

.00582 

1 

258 

1.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

a 

9 

.1469 

.1046 

.04233 

1 

259 

12.85 

*  * 

General  Science  1985  -  198o  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  kor.white)  (Sc* 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

in 

ii 

.1129 

.1127 

.00019 

1 

258 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1128 

.1046 

.00818 

1 

259 

2.39 

General  Science  1984  -  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnic l ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  fo(  Sex 

7 

8 

.1035 

.1022 

.00131 

1 

182 

0.27 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1022 

.0580 

.04415 

1 

183 

9.00 

* 

Biology  1  -  II  1934  -  1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2174 

.2163 

.00105 

1 

299 

0.40 

Irtercept  Difference  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2163 

.1554 

.0609/ 

1 

300 

23.34 

*  * 

Biology  1  •  II  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

Uhite  i  Monwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slopr*  0  i  f  f  "rmres  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1618 

.1575 

.00431 

1 

299 

1.54 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1575 

.1554 

.00216 

1 

300 

0.77 

Biology  1  •  1 I  1985  - 

19Co  freshmen  (Ethnicity  -  Unite  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interac t i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1294 

.1286 

.00087 

1 

.,120 

1.12 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1302 

.1299 

.00031 

1 

1,120 

0.40 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1293 

.1278 

.00154 

1 

1,123 

1.98 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1278 

.0677 

.06013 

1 

1,124 

77.49 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0692 

.0687 

.00049 

1 

1,123 

0.59 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0687 

.0677 

.00105 

1 

1,124 

1.27 

Biology  1  -  II  1984  -  1985  Sophooeie  (Ethnicity  -  White, 

Black  & 

ispanic) 

3-way  Interact  ion  Test  (ASKAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.1676 

.1654 

.00224 

2 

1 ,371 

1.85 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1654 

.1627 

.00267 

2 

1,373 

2.20 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1466 

.1368 

.00982 

1 

1,379 

15.88 

•  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0956 

.0936 

.00201 

2 

1,377 

1  .53 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0936 

.0906 

.00297 

2 

1,379 

2.26 

Biology  1  -  II  1985  -  1936 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1628 

.  1461 

.01664 

1 

335 

6.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  '.461 

.0451 

.10105 

1 

336 

39.76 

»  * 

Biology  I  -  II  19ti5  *  1986  5cpha:»or  c  (Ethnicity  -  Uh  i 

Black  6. 

h  i  spam  c ) 

(Sex  not  le 

isted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0507 

.0477 

.00300 

2 

333 

0.53 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0477 

.0451 

.00259 

2 

335 

0.46 
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Table  0-4 .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

f 

Biology  I 

-  ! 1  1984  - 

1985  Junior  (Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  ( A$VA8*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1870 

.1870 

.0GCD5 

1 

397 

0.02 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1870 

.1869 

.00004 

1 

398 

0.02 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1620 

.1820 

.00002 

1 

401 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1820 

.1026 

.07938 

1 

402 

39.01  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1044 

.1039 

.00056 

1 

401 

0.25 

Intercept  Differences  ‘or  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1039 

.1026 

.00127 

1 

402 

0.57 

Biology  1  -  II 

1985  -  198* 

Junior 

(Ethnici  ly  r.ji 

tested) 

Siope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2267 

.2249 

.00182 

1 

147 

0.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2249 

.0979 

.12701 

1 

148 

24.25  ** 

Biology  I  -  II 

1984  -  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3359 

.3297 

.00614 

1 

195 

1.80 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3297 

.2366 

.09312 

1 

196 

27.23  ** 

Biology  I  -  li  1904  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White  &  Black)  (Sc*  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3027 

.3026 

.00015 

1 

176 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3026 

.2393 

.06329 

1 

177 

16.06 

*  * 

cneimstry  I  -  li  1965  - 

1986  fresnmen 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  vested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1089 

.1065 

.00233 

1 

128 

0.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1065 

.0467 

.05983 

1 

129 

8.64 

* 

Chemist,  y  I  -  I  1  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

'Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

/ 

8 

.1370 

.1244 

.01255 

1 

168 

2.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1244 

.0598 

.06467 

1 

169 

12.46 

** 

Chemistry  l  -  11  1985  • 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1045 

.092? 

.01227 

1 

430 

5.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0922 

.0196 

.07263 

1 

431 

34.49 

** 

Chemistry  I  -  II  1984 

■  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1443 

.1417 

.00257 

1 

426 

1.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1417 

.0511 

.09064 

1 

427 

45.09 

•  * 

Chcmi stry  1  II  1984 

*  '985  Junior 

(Fthnic i ty 

=  Uhite  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0536 

.0524 

.00122 

1 

426 

0.55 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0524 

.0511 

.00132 

1 

427 

0.6C 

Chemi stry  I  •  II  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1526 

.1376 

.01506 

1 

137 

2.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1376 

.0345 

.10308 

1 

138 

16.49 

•  * 

Chemistry  I  -  l l  1 985 

i  •  1986  Junior 

(E  thm '  ty 

=  white  6  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1  - 

.0407 

.0394 

.00128 

1 

137 

0.18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0394 

.0345 

.0C493 

1 

138 

0.71 
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Table  0 -A .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restr icted 

Full  Restricted 

Exchange 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Chemistry  1  -  II  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.1505 

.1497 

.00075 

1 

156 

0.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1497 

.1359 

.01381 

1 

157 

2.55 

Chemistry  1  -  I 1  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  *  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1540 

.1384 

.01553 

1 

156 

2.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1384 

.1359 

.00251 

1 

157 

0.46 

Physics  I  -  I!  1984  -  198S  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1261 

.1195 

.00660 

1 

166 

1.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1195 

.0342 

.08526 

1 

167 

16.17  ** 

Government  &  Civics  1984  • 

1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1779 

.1748 

.00317 

1 

344 

1 .33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1748 

.1327 

.04208 

1 

345 

17.59  ** 

Government  &  Civics  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1104 

.1063 

.00401 

1 

155 

0.70 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1063 

.0354 

.D’097 

1 

156 

12.39  ** 

Government  &  Civics  1985  - 

1988  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0812 

.0721 

.00908 

1 

417 

4.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0721 

.0252 

.04695 

1 

418 

21.15  ** 

Government  &  Civics  1985  ■ 

■  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0614 

.0612 

.00028 

1 

388 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0611 

.0252 

.03598 

1 

389 

14.91  ** 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1803 

.1722 

.00005 

1 

456 

4.48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1722 

.0952 

.07706 

1 

457 

42. S4  ** 

Government  8  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  - 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1114 

.1098 

.00167 

1 

456 

0.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1098 

.0952 

.01459 

1 

457 

7.49  * 

Government  &  Civics 

1985  -  19e6 

Junior  (Ethnicity  *  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*e thni c i t y )  1 

2 

.1753 

.1752 

.00017 

1 

707 

0.15 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1752 

.1746 

.00053 

1 

708 

0.45 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1700 

.1508 

.02002 

1 

711 

17.17  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0745 

.0715 

.00299 

1 

711 

2.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

1? 

.0715 

.  071  r# 

0001 1 

1 

712 

0.08 

Government  &  Civics 

1984  -  1905 

Senior  (tthni 

city  -  Uh i tc 

6  Clock) 

3-woy  Interaction  Test  (ASVA9* sca* cthni c i ty )  1 

? 

.1709 

.1707 

.00016 

1 

602 

0.12 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1707 

.11  .7 

.00199 

1 

603 

1 .45 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1632 

.1631 

.00007 

1 

606 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1651 

.1114 

.05170 

1 

607 

37.50  “ 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1133 

.1132 

.00006 

1 

606 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

M 

12 

1132 

.1114 

.00176 

1 

607 

1.70 
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Table  D-4.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

History  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  t  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*scx*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2156 

.2144 

.00123 

2 

1,319 

1.03 

S;x  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2144 

.2114 

.00294 

2 

1,321 

2.47 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2098 

.2074 

.00234 

1 

1,327 

3.94 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2074 

.1300 

.07740 

1 

1,328 

129.68  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1352 

.1315 

. 00363 

2 

1,325 

2.78 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1316 

.1300 

.00152 

2 

1,327 

1.16 

History  1985  -  1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  £ 

Black) 

3  way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAS*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1649 

.1628 

.00214 

1 

1,344 

3.45 

Sex  &  Ethnic'ty  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1654 

.1653 

.00011 

1 

1,344 

0.18 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1639 

.1603 

.00363 

1 

1,347 

5.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1602 

.1187 

.04155 

1 

1,348 

66.69  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1218 

.1217 

.00005 

1 

1,347 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1217 

.1187 

.00301 

1 

1,348 

4.62 

History  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(ethnicity 

=  White  £ 

,  Black) 

3-uay  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*cthn i c i t y ) 

1 

2 

.1760 

.1731 

.00281 

i 

1,431 

4.87 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1758 

.1748 

.00096 

1 

1,431 

1.67 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1714 

.1688 

.00255 

1 

1,434 

4.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  $ev 

8 

9 

.  '689 

.1077 

.06117 

1 

1.435 

105.61  «• 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1160 

.1157 

.00029 

1 

1,434 

0.48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1157 

.1077 

.00798 

1 

1,435 

12.96  *• 

History  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White, 

Black  &  ►  i  spani c > 

3-uay  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*scx*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1729 

.1665 

.00636 

2 

1,466 

5.64  * 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1728 

.168. 

.00442 

2 

1,467 

3.92 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1559 

.1484 

.00747 

1 

1,473 

13.04  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0942 

.0917 

.00251 

2 

1 ,471 

2 .04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0917 

.0701 

.02154 

2 

1,473 

17.46  ** 

History  1984  *  19C5  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  1  nteroc t ion  Test  (ASVAB*sex*cthnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2105 

.2C98 

.00071 

1 

1,102 

0.99 

Sex  fc  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2098 

.2C93 

.00055 

1 

1,103 

0.77 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2043 

.  1949 

.00940 

1 

1,106 

13.07  *■ 

Slop*  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1208 

.1208 

.00001 

1 

1,106 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1208 

.1041 

.01662 

1 

1,107 

20.92  ** 

History  1985  •  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Difference:  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1623 

.1479 

.01440 

1 

428 

7.36  * 

History  1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  --  White  £  Bloch)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0713 

.  C696 

.00169 

1 

409 

0.75 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0696 

.0552 

.01441 

1 

410 

6.35 

4  Li  8 
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Table  D-4.  (Continued) 


Comparison  R^ 


F-Tesr  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted  Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

History  1984  •  1985  Senior  (Ethmci  ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sen 

7 

8  .2692 

.2602 

.00900 

1 

423 

5.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .2602 

.1990 

.06124 

1 

424 

35.09  »* 

History  1984 

•  I98ri  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black) 

(Sex  not  ' 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .2479 

.2450 

.00285 

1 

402 

1.53 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .2450 

.2094 

.03564 

1 

403 

19.02  ** 

Foreign  Language  1984 

•  1985  freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1657 

.1634 

.00235 

i 

1,012 

2.85 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1634 

.0737 

.08968 

1 

1,013 

108.58  ** 

foreign  Language  19C4  - 

1935  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .0799 

.0792 

.00070 

2 

1,010 

0.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .0792 

.0737 

.00550 

2 

1,012 

3.02 

Foreign  Language  1965 

•  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1219 

.1113 

.01054 

1 

797 

9.57  * 

Foreign  Language  198S  • 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  & 

Hi  spam  c ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Frhpirity 

10 

11  ,0535 

.0439 

.00963 

2 

795 

4.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .0439 

.0407 

.00323 

2 

797 

1.35 

foreign  Language  1984 

■  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

S  .1555 

.1424 

.01310 

1 

892 

13.84  ** 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black 

S  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .0401 

.0303 

.00982 

2 

890 

4.55 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .0303 

.0290 

.00130 

2 

892 

0.60 

Foreign  Language 

1985  -  1986  Sophcmore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

T-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*scx*ethnici ty)  1 

2  .1310 

.1303 

.00011 

1 

604 

0.08 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3  .1308 

.1303 

.00055 

i 

605 

0.38 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1218 

.1138 

. 00806 

1 

608 

5.58 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1138 

.0280 

.08583 

1 

609 

58.98  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .0340 

.0296 

.00438 

1 

6ce 

2.75 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .0296 

.0280 

.00161 

1 

609 

1.01 

foreign  Language  1984  •  1985  Junior 

(ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

B  .1576 

.1575 

.00018 

1 

480 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1575 

.0333 

.12418 

1 

481 

70.89  “ 

foreign  Language  1984  • 

19BS  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White,  black  & 

H  i  spam  c ) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .0531 

.0445 

.00868 

2 

478 

2.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12  .0445 

.0333 

.01119 

2 

480 

2.81 

459 


Comparison 

P.2 

f-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  (^Change  df  i 

df2 

F 

Foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1539  .1539  .00001  1  247  0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  1539  .0599  .09398  1  248  27.55  ** 

Foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethn  city  =  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  1i  .0317  .0276  .00408  1  205  0.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0276  .0275  .00011  1  206  0.02 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1094  .1094  .00001  1  224  0.0'' 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1094  .0658  .04361  1  225  11.05  * 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0314  .0282  .00325  1  185  0.6? 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0262  .0275  .00062  1  186  0.12 

Secretary  8  Office  Education  1985  •  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slcoe  Differences  lor  Ethnicity  10  11  .0416  .0413  .00031  1  215  0.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0413  .0384  .00284  1  216  0.64 

Secretary  8  Office  Education  1984  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  Uhite  8  Nonuhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0379  .0375  .00037  1  220  0.08 

Intercept  Dif ferences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0375  .0308  .00672  1  221  1.54 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Stove  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1794  .1707  .  00868  1  507  5.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1707  .1308  .03986  1  508  24.42  ** 

Typing  8  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  8  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1333  .1321  .00120  2  505  0.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1321  .1308  .00126  2  507  0.37 

Typing  8  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1265  .1261  .00036  1  492  0.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1261  .0721  .05404  1  493  30.49  *" 

Typing  8  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0715  .0672  .00434  1  445  2.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0672  .0656  .00156  1  446  0.75 

Typing  8  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1268  .1212  .00559  1  631  4.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .121?  .0443  .07694  1  632  55.33  ** 

Typing  8  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  8  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  ,048i  .0454  .00277  2  629  0.92 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0454  .0443  .00108  2  631  0.36 
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Table  D-4.  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df i  df^ 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 
Slope  Diiferences  for  Sex  7  8  .1317  .1058 


.02586  1 


905  12.06  ** 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0706  .0706  .00001  1  374  0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0706  .0657  .00492  1  375  1.98 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  nut  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1728  .1627  .01006  1  391  4.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1627  .0447  .11798  1  392  55.24  ** 

Typing  S  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0484  .0484  .00000  1  359  0.00 

Inte-cept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0434  .0480  .00037  1  360  0.14 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1281  .1146  .01341  1  221  3.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1147  .0441  .07052  1  222  17.68 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Wonuhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


10 

11 


11 

12 


.0835 

.0691 


.0691 

.0441 


.01437  1 


.02500 


1 


221 

222 


3.47 

5.96 


Typing  &  Uord  Processing  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  ft  Sex  7  8  .1064  .1064  .00004  1 

Intercept  Differenci  for  Sex  8  9  .1064  .0546  .05175  1 


216 

217 


0.01 

12.57  ** 


Account ing/Bookkceping  1985  -  1936  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


.1694 

.1537 


.1537 

.0591 


.01570 

.09466 


311 

312 


5.88 

34.90  ** 


Account i ng/Bookkeeping  1984  -  1985  Junior  (E thnic i ty  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


.1771 

.1682 


.1o82 

.0238 


.00888 


1 


.14445  1 


239 

240 


2.60 

41.68  ‘ 


Accounting/Bockkeeping  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


.0979 

.0901 


.0901 

.0210 


.00777  1 

.06911  1 


185 

'.86 


1.59 

14.13 


Account ing/Bookkeeping  1984  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Difterencu.  !or  Sex 


.1398 

.1389 


.  1389 
.0411 


.00086 

.09781 


247 

248 


0.25 

28.17  ** 


Home  Economics  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


.1938 
.  1937 


.  1937 
.1073 


.00005 


1 


.08645  1 


547 

543 


0.04 

58.76  ** 
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Table  D  -4  .  (Continued) 


Cempar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted 


Full  Restricted  R^Change  d  f  i  df2 


Home  Economics 

1934-1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  “  White  &  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.1802 

.1799 

.00037 

1 

519 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1799 

.0990 

.08085 

1 

520 

Home  Economics  1965  -  1936  freshmen 

( E  thni city  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1855 

.  1 797 

.00583 

1 

312 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1797 

.0640 

.11572 

1 

213 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

,  10 

11 

.0765 

.0750 

.00151 

1 

312 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0750 

.0640 

.01100 

1 

313 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985  Sophonore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1654 

.1654 

.00004 

1 

321 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1654 

.0636 

.10175 

1 

322 

Home  Economics 

1984-1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.1142 

.1110 

.00313 

1 

321 

Intercept  Differences  for  Fthnicity 

11 

12 

.1110 

.0636 

.04  738 

1 

322 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1363 

.1348 

.00155 

1 

394 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1347 

.0373 

.09746 

1 

395 

Heme  Economics 

1985-1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty  -  Wh 

i te  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0449 

.0427 

.00221 

1 

394 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0427 

.0373 

.00537 

1 

395 

Home  Economics 

1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1080 

.1069 

.00111 

1 

279 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1069 

.0377 

.06926 

1 

280 

Home  Economics 

1934-1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  S  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0515 

.0502 

.00126 

1 

279 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0502 

.0377 

.01256 

1 

280 

Home  Economics 

1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1746 

.1722 

. 00236 

1 

358 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1722 

.0094 

.16283 

* 

< 

359 

Home  Economics 

,  19fl5-1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  S  Non*hite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0276 

.0220 

.00054 

1 

358 

Intercept  D i f f erences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0220 

.0094 

.01264 

1 

359 

Home  Economics 

1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1447 

.  1443 

.00038 

1 

318 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1443 

.0543 

.09002 

1 

319 

C.24 

51.26** 


2.23 
44.15  ** 


0.51 

3.72 


0.01 

39.26  ** 


1.13 

17.16** 


0.73 

44.49  ** 


0.91 

2.22 


0.35 
21.72  ** 


0.37 

3.70 


1 .02 

70.6?  ** 


0.20 

4.64 


0.14 

33.56  ** 
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Table  D-4.  (Concluded) 


F-Test  Comparison 

Compari  son 

Full  Restricted 

R2 

Full  Restricted 

R-Change 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

Home  Economics  1984- 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  Unite  S  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0572 

.0547 

.00245 

1 

318 

0.83 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0548 

.0543 

.00046 

1 

319 

0.15 

Computer  Programming  1985  • 

19B6  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.1718 

.1678 

.00406 

1 

227 

1.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1678 

.0354 

. 13239 

1 

228 

36.27  ** 

Computer  Programing 

1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2341 

.2340 

.00C03 

1 

240 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2340 

.1298 

.10421 

1 

241 

32.79  ** 

Computer  Programni ng 

1985 

•  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2065 

.2034 

.00303 

1 

157 

0.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2034 

.0363 

. 16711 

1 

158 

33.15  ** 

Computer  programming 

1934 

•  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1027 

.1027 

.00007 

152 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

3 

9 

.1027 

.0936 

.00909 

1 

153 

1.55 

*  P  <  .01. 
**  P  <  .001. 
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Table  0-5.  f  Tests  of  Significance  for  Business  &  Clerical  Composite 


Comparison 


R2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R2Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

English  i  -  IV  1984  • 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H  i  spani c ) 

3-uay  I nteract i on  Test  (ASvA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2634 

.2628 

.00059 

2 

2,422 

0.96 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2628 

.2558 

.00702 

? 

2,424 

11.54 

** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.2628 

.2494 

.01345 

3 

2,424 

14.75 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.2628 

.2609 

.00192 

1 

2,424 

6.30 

English  I  •  IV  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  Whi te, 

Black  R 

Hi spani c) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAR*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2121 

.2110 

.00103 

2 

1,989 

1.30 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2110 

.2071 

.00391 

2 

1,991 

4.94 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1849 

.1845 

.00033 

1 

1,997 

0.81 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1845 

.1716 

.01288 

1 

1,998 

31.56 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1892 

.1793 

.  00990 

2 

1,995 

12.17 

*  * 

English  1  -  IV  198*4  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H i spani c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  <AS'»AB*sex*ethni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2896 

.2885 

.00107 

2 

2,296 

1.73 

Sex  &  ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2885 

.2376 

.00094 

2 

2,298 

1.53 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2831 

.2789 

.00413 

1 

2,304 

13.28 

*  <r 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2639 

.2632 

.00071 

2 

2,302 

1.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2632 

.2605 

.00268 

2 

2,304 

4.  19 

English  I  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White, 

,  Black  i 

h  i  spam  c ) 

3-way  Interact i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2323 

.2312 

.00109 

2 

1,942 

1.38 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2312 

.2305 

.00073 

2 

1,944 

0.93 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2122 

.2084 

.00379 

1 

i  ,950 

9.39 

* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2084 

.1816 

.02677 

1 

1,951 

65.98 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1987 

.1943 

.00434 

2 

1,948 

5.28 

* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1943 

.1816 

.01267 

2 

1,950 

15.33 

•  • 

English  I  -  IV  1 984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  8 

H i spani c ) 

3-way  1 nteract i on  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2407 

.2404 

.00025 

2 

1,721 

0.28 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2404 

.2402 

.00025 

2 

1,723 

0.28 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2303 

.2246 

.00575 

1 

1,729 

12.92 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1896 

.1859 

.00372 

2 

1,727 

3.96 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1859 

.1829 

.00303 

2 

1,729 

3.22 

English  I  -  IV  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(t  thm  c  i  ty 

=  White  1 

i  Biack) 

3-way  Interact  i  on  Test  (AS'.'A3*sex.*ethnic  i  ty) 

i 

2 

.2190 

.2181 

00088 

1 

i  258 

1  .42 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2181 

.2181 

.00000 

1 

1,259 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2166 

.2084 

.00822 

1 

1 , 262 

13.24 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1595 

.1594 

.00009 

1 

1,262 

0.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1594 

.1590 

.00039 

1 

1,263 

0.59 

English  I  -  IV  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(£ thnic i ty 

=  White, 

Black  8 

Hi spani c) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.  1898 

.  1862 

.00360 

2 

1,275 

2.33 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1862 

•  I860 

.00020 

2 

1,277 

0.16 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.'776 

.1741 

.00351 

1 

1,283 

5.47 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1741 

.1599 

.01413 

1 

1 , 284 

21.97 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1658 

.  1621 

.00369 

2 

1,281 

2.84, 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.162i 

.1599 

.00216 

2 

1,283 

1.65 
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T able  D-S .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

General  Hath  1984  • 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  ■ 

=  Wiite, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1136 

.1119 

.00170 

2 

1 , 167 

1.12 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.  1119 

.1091 

.00278 

2 

1,169 

1.83 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1063 

.1061 

.00015 

1 

1,175 

G.  19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

S 

9 

.1061 

.1053 

.00082 

1 

1,176 

1.08 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1080 

.1067 

.00130 

2 

1,173 

0.85 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1067 

.1053 

.00139 

2 

1,175 

0.91 

General  Math  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  : 

=  White, 

Black  &  His 

pan  I c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA6*sex*ethni c l ty) 

i 

2 

.0452 

.0452 

.00002 

1 

569 

0.01 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0452 

.0415 

.00374 

1 

550 

2.16 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0385 

.0363 

.00221 

1 

553 

1.27 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0363 

.0347 

.00159 

1 

554 

0.91 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0376 

.0348 

.00278 

1 

553 

1  60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0348 

.0347 

. 00004 

1 

554 

0.03 

General  Hath  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnic  l  ty 

=  Whi  te, 

,  Black  £  Hi 

spanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethm c i ty) 

1 

2 

.  1 209 

.1134 

.00753 

2 

736 

3.15 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1134 

.1099 

.00348 

2 

738 

1.45 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1084 

.1079 

.00051 

1 

744 

0.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1079 

.1079 

.00005 

1 

745 

0.04 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1093 

.1091 

. UUU23 

7 

7A2 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1091 

.1079 

.00121 

? 

744 

0.50 

General  Math  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  Wh i to 

i  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1076 

.1074 

.00017 

1 

303 

0.06 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1074 

.1042 

.00319 

1 

306 

1.09 

Slope  Differences  tor  Sex 

7 

8 

.0817 

.0814 

.00023 

1 

309 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0814 

.0587 

.02274 

1 

310 

7.67 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0795 

.0794 

.00010 

1 

309 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0794 

.0587 

.02072 

1 

310 

6.9C 

General  Math  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.0741 

.0738 

.00037 

1 

266 

o.n 

Sex  &  Ethnirity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0738 

.0734 

. 00040 

1 

267 

0.11 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0635 

.0635 

.00019 

1 

270 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0633 

.0464 

.01689 

1 

271 

4.89 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0545 

.0543 

nnn  ^  / 

270 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0543 

.0464 

. 00789 

1 

271 

2.26 

General  Math  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Di f f crences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1045 

.1044 

.00002 

1 

222 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1044 

.0921 

.01231 

1 

223 

3.06 

General  Math  19P5  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  r.ct 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

11 

.1317 

.  1316 

. 00008 

1 

195 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1316 

.1186 

.01303 

1 

196 

2.94 

465 


Table  D-5.  (Continued) 


COinpar  i  son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

full  Restr-icted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

General  Moth  1984  •  1988  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sen 

7 

8 

.0638 

.0637 

.00006 

1 

230 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0637 

.0635 

.00021 

1 

231 

0.05 

General  Hath  1984  -  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1083 

.1074 

.00084 

1 

203 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1074 

.0654 

.04202 

1 

204 

9.60 

Algebra  1984  •  1985 

freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  = 

white  & 

Nonwli  He) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethri c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2054 

.2045 

.00092 

1 

1,180 

1.37 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2045 

.2044 

.00007 

1 

1,181 

0.11 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2037 

.2023 

.00083 

1 

1,184 

1.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2028 

.  1875 

.  C 1 536 

1 

1,185 

22.83 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1895 

.1685 

.00102 

1 

1 ,184 

1.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Fthnicity 

11 

12 

.1885 

.1875 

.00103 

1 

1,185 

1.51 

Algebra  1965  -  1986 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnic' t>  = 

:  White  & 

Ncnwh i te) 

3-way  Interact  i  on  Test  (ASVAQ*scx*ethm  c  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.2042 

.2036 

.00066 

1 

708 

0.59 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2036 

.2023 

.00123 

1 

709 

1.10 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1813 

.1808 

.00040 

1 

712 

0.4; 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1808 

.1663 

.01458 

1 

715 

12.69 

Slope  Differences  for  Fthnicity 

in 

1 1 

.  1845 

.1798 

.00470 

1 

712 

4.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethricitv 

ii 

12 

.1798 

.1663 

.01356 

1 

713 

11. 78 

Algebra  1984  ■  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethm  c  l  ty) 

1 

2 

.1720 

.1720 

.00000 

1 

871 

0.00 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1720 

.1650 

.00704 

1 

872 

7.42 

Slope  Difference,  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.1648 

.1575 

.00727 

1 

875 

7.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1575 

.1521 

.00544 

1 

876 

5.66 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.1524 

.1524 

.00002 

1 

875 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1523 

.1520 

.00030 

1 

076 

0.31 

Algebra  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

~  White 

&  Nonwhitc) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1398 

.1397 

.00015 

1 

617 

0.11 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1397 

.1371 

.00259 

1 

618 

1 .86 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1276 

.1269 

.00068 

1 

621 

0.48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1269 

.1237 

.00321 

1 

622 

2.29 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

1 1 

.1314 

.1294 

- 

621 

1.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1294 

.1237 

.00568 

1 

622 

4.06 

Algebra  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  ■ 

=  white  S 

,  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2158 

.2157 

. 0CC06 

1 

489 

0.03 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

i 

.2157 

.2132 

.00252 

1 

490 

1.57 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1984 

.1967 

. 001 7C 

1 

4c: 

1 .05 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

S 

9 

.  1967 

.1860 

.01067 

1 

494 

6.56 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2009 

.1682 

.0,265 

1 

493 

7.80 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1882 

.1860 

.00225 

1 

494 

1.37 

466 


T able  D • 5 .  (Continued) 


Conpar i son 


F-Test  Comparison  Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df)  df2 


Algebra  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1453 

.1388 

.0064  7 

1 

273 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1388 

.1380 

.00082 

1 

274 

Algebra  1985 

■  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhitc) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10  11 

.1618 

.1440 

.01785 

1 

273 

intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.  1440 

.1380 

.00601 

1 

274 

Algebra  198-.  • 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1317 

.1260 

.or  574 

1 

265 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1260 

.1053 

.02065 

1 

266 

Algebra  1934 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhitc) 

(Sex  net  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10  1i 

.1216 

.1095 

.01214 

1 

265 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1095 

.1053 

.00414 

1 

266 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2084 

.2072 

.0011? 

1 

511 

'ntercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

S  9 

.2072 

.2071 

.00008 

1 

512 

Geometry  1985  •  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White 

,  Block  &  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  uitterences  tor 

ttnn I c 1 ty 

lu  1 1 

.21<<v 

.213d 

. GO i io 

2 

509 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici  Cy 

11  12 

.2136 

.2071 

.00649 

2 

5H 

Geometry  198r.  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicitv  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Se* 

7  8 

.1684 

.1658 

.00264 

1 

561 

Intercept  Differences 

for  So* 

8  9 

.1658 

.1657 

.00004 

1 

562 

Geometry  1964  '  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  -  White,  Black  &  Hispanic;  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E thni c i ty 

10  11 

.1696 

.1661 

.00346 

2 

559 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1661 

.1657 

.00) '0 

2 

561 

Geometry  1985  • 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Difference.!  tor 

$e* 

7  8 

.1797 

.1797 

.00000 

1 

410 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1797 

.1782 

.00151 

1 

411 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Scphomore  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black 

)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Di f fcrencer  for 

Ethnic’ ty 

10  11 

.  2464 

.2117 

.03468 

1 

371 

Geometry  1939 

-  1935  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tCbt-O; 

Slop1  Differences  for 

Se* 

7  8 

.  1458 

.1429 

.00296 

1 

305 

intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.  1429 

.1392 

.00372 

1 

306 

Geometry  1989 

-  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  Wnitc  A  Monwhite)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10  11 

.1448 

.1392 

.00562 

1 

305 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.139? 

.1392 

.00000 

1 

306 

H^>1 


2.0  7 

0.26 


5.32 

1.92 


1.75 

6.28 


3.66 

1.24 


0.73 

0.05 


0.4  i 
2.11 


1.78 

0.02 


1.17 

0.13 


0.00 

0.76 


17.08  *■ 


1.06 

1.33 


2.00 

0.00 


Tab!  e  0  -  5 .  (font  i  ncicb) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


Cl  Comp-uriscn 

fnl  l 

Rest  r ic  ted 

Ful l  Restricted 

(^Change  dfi 

df  2 

f 

Geometry  1985 

•  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

■e  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1178 

.1175 

.00033 

1 

123 

0.05 

rcept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1175 

.1175 

.00000 

1 

124 

0.00 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  s  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

*  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  3033 

.2405 

.06284 

1 

123 

11.09 

* 

Geometry  1984 

-  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

<  Di  f  f  crences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1894 

.1809 

.00848 

1 

107 

1.12 

rcipt  Differences  for  Sex 

£ 

9 

.1809 

.1710 

.00992 

1 

108 

1.31 

Geometry  1984 

o 

CD 

Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

€  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2160 

.2036 

.01234 

1 

107 

1.69 

rcept  Difference;,  for  Etrnicity 

11 

12 

.2036 

.1710 

.03266 

1 

108 

4.43 

Calculus  1985 

■  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

<  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0936 

.0832 

.01044 

1 

147 

1.69 

rcept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0832 

.0750 

.00815 

1 

148 

1.32 

General  Scienc 

c  1984 

•  1985  freshmen  (E'hmcity 

=  White,  Black  4  Hispanic) 

y  Interaction  Test  {A$VAB*»cx*cthri 

|  <  t  y ) 

1 

2 

.267 6 

.2650 

.00261 

2 

1,956 

3.48 

&  !  nt  ?r  t  i  nn  Tn«.T 

? 

3 

.7650 

.2556 

.00938 

2 

1,958 

12.50 

** 

icttnt  Over  or  Under  prediction  o' 

Subgroup  2 

4 

.2650 

.2578 

.00718 

3 

1,958 

6.38 

*  * 

r  Di  f  f  crences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.2650 

.2649 

.00009 

1 

1,958 

0.24 

Gcrvpro l  Science  *  1936  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

•e  Di  •  fcrencc  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1071 

.1057 

.00340 

1 

274 

1.04 

reept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1037 

.1025 

.00120 

1 

275 

0.37 

Genera1  Science 

1985  - 

1936  Freshmen  (Fthnir. ity  = 

White  &  Dlack)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

*  Di  f  f  cr  ences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1405 

.1047 

.03580 

1 

240 

10.00 

* 

General  Scion: 

c-  1984 

•  1V£‘j  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  & 

Nonwhi tc  > 

y  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA3*scx*c thoic i t y ) 

i 

2 

.2  70^ 

.2599 

.00063 

1 

341 

0.29 

t  Ethnicity  Infer  act  ion  lest 

2 

3 

.2699 

.  2538 

.01606 

1 

342 

7.52 

* 

■e  DI  f  f  cr  encc„  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2426 

.2383 

.00434 

1 

345 

1.98 

rcept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2303 

.2287 

.00956 

1 

346 

4.34 

t  Di  ff  crences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2433 

.2390 

.00427 

1 

345 

1.95 

rcept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2390 

.2287 

.01032 

1 

346 

4.69 

General  Science  1905  -  19B6  Sophcccn: 

( E  thmr  1 1  y  not 

;  tested) 

t  Differences  for  Se* 

7 

H 

.1232 

.  1232 

.00001 

1 

183 

0.00 

rccpl  Difference*  for 

a 

9 

.1232 

.1113 

.01140 

1 

184 

2.39 

G'ncrol  Science  1v85  • 

1  v06  6 o| jhc*ic>r  c  ( E  t  h.n  l  c  i  r  /  = 

White  6  B 1  a 

ick)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

C  Difference*  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2002 

.  1907 

.00956 

1 

158 

1.89 

rcept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

1? 

.1907 

.1361 

.05459 

1 

159 

10.72 

* 

4G8 


Table  D-5 ■  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison  Full  Restricted  full  Restricted  R2Change  df)  df?  F 


General  Science  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0096 

.0840 

.00565 

1 

174 

1.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0840 

.0746 

.00938 

1 

175 

1.79 

General  Science  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

Uhi te  &  Black;  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1697 

.1691 

.00058 

1 

149 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1691 

.0866 

.08243 

1 

150 

14.88 

*  ft 

General  Science  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethntci ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1843 

.1782 

.00660 

1 

258 

2.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1782 

.1766 

.00169 

1 

259 

0.53 

General  Science  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  -  White  &  Nonwh 

itc)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2079 

.1829 

.02493 

1 

258 

8.12 

* 

General  Science  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0723 

.0721 

.00018 

T 

182 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0721 

.0604 

.01171 

1 

183 

2.31 

Biology  1  I I  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2172 

.2170 

.0002? 

1 

299 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2170 

.2145 

.00247 

1 

300 

0.95 

Biology  I  -  I l  1984 

•  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex.  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2170 

.2158 

.00126 

1 

299 

0.48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2158 

.2145 

.00126 

1 

300 

0.48 

Biology  1  •  II  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  & 

Blaole) 

3  "way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethni c i ty)  1 

2 

.1820 

.1800 

.00197 

1 

1,119 

2.69 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1800 

.1799 

.00012 

1 

1,120 

0.17 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1716 

.1704 

.00116 

1 

1,123 

1.57 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1704 

.1616 

.00884 

1 

1 , 124 

11.99 

ft  ft 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1689 

.  1620 

.00690 

1 

1,123 

9.32 

* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1620 

.  1616 

.00040 

1 

1,124 

0.54 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  •  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty)  1 

2 

.2489 

.2483 

.00053 

2 

1,371 

0.49 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  lntcaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2483 

.24  15 

.00684 

2 

1,373 

6.24 

* 

Slope  Difference?;  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2301 

.2284 

.00166 

1 

1,379 

2.97 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2284 

.2257 

.00275 

1 

1,380 

4.92 

Slope  Differences  for  fthn»city 

10 

11 

.2374 

.2322 

O'* 

0*1 

O 

O 

2 

1,377 

4.65 

ft 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2322 

.2257 

.0U655 

2 

1,379 

5.86 

ft 

0i ol ogy  1  *  I l  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2543 

.2467 

.'■'"755 

1 

335 

3.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2«67 

.2206 

.02611 

1 

336 

11.64 

ft  ft 

4  69 


I 

Table  0-5.  (Continued) 


Comparison  R^ 


F-Test  Comparison 

Ful  l 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Chonge 

9f  1 

df2 

F 

Biology  1  •  II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

,  Black  8 

H  i  spani  c ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2324 

.2240 

.00836 

2 

333 

1.81 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2240 

.2206 

.00340 

2 

335 

0.73 

8iology  1 

-  II  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  ■ 

-  White  8 

Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty)  1 

2 

.2423 

.2415 

.00081 

1 

397 

0.43 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2415 

.2364 

.00511 

1 

398 

2.68 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2205 

.2188 

.00171 

1 

401 

0.88 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2188 

.2123 

.00650 

1 

402 

3.34 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2269 

.2125 

.01437 

1 

401 

7.45  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2125 

.2123 

.00023 

1 

402 

0.12 

Biology  I  -  I! 

1905  - 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

.3898 

.lt>' 1 

.02873 

1 

147 

6.92  * 

Biology  I  -  1  I 

1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3017 

.2993 

.00238 

i 

195 

0.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Se- 

8 

0 

.2993 

.2911 

.00822 

1 

196 

2.30 

Biology  I  - 

1 1  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  £  Clack)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  369o 

.3680 

.00183 

1 

176 

0.51 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3680 

.3067 

.06123 

1 

177 

17.15  ** 

Chemistry  1  -  II 

1985 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2263 

.2243 

.00205 

1 

128 

0.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2243 

.2162 

.00808 

1 

129 

1.34 

Chemi stry  1  -  II 

1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.0946 

.0738 

.02084 

1 

168 

3.87 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.one 

.0643 

.00951 

1 

169 

1.73 

Chemistry  1-11 

1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1354 

.1331 

.00233 

i 

430 

1.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1331 

.1139 

.01920 

1 

431 

9.55  * 

Chemistry  1  -  II  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2021 

.  1990 

.00309 

1 

426 

1.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1990 

.1772 

.02182 

1 

427 

11.63  ** 

Chemistry  I 

II  1984 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  -  White  &  Nonwhitc)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

n 

.2199 

.  1927 

.02721 

1 

426 

14.86  ** 

Chemistry  1*11 

•  1986  Junioi 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1556 

.1554 

.00017 

1 

137 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1554 

.1197 

.03569 

1 

138 

5.83 

47  0 


Table  0-5.  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted  F 

7 

!  Change 

Of  1 

df  2 

F 

Chcmi  stry  1  -  1 1  1985 

-  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1277 

.1229 

.00486 

1 

137 

0.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1229 

.1197 

.00318 

1 

138 

0.50 

Chemistry  1  -  I 1  1984  - 

1985  ' 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2054 

.2044 

.00099 

1 

156 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2044 

.2011 

.00333 

1 

157 

0.66 

Chemi stry  1  -  II  1984 

-  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  r 

lot  tested) 

S i ope  Di f f erenccs  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

11 

.2243 

.2014 

.02293 

i 

156 

4.61 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2014 

.2011 

,00n3u 

1 

157 

0.06 

Physics  1  -  1 1  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

( Ethnic i t y  not 

tested) 

SlO(>e  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1694 

.1568 

.01262 

1 

232 

3.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1565 

.  14C1 

.01672 

1 

233 

4.62 

Physics  1  -  11  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ltnnicity  not 

tested) 

SI  ope  0 1  f  f  erences  for  Sex 

( 

8 

.1391 

.1369 

.00221 

1 

166 

0.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

6 

9 

.1369 

.1219 

.01498 

1 

167 

2.90 

Govcrrxnent  4  Civics  1984 

•  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.274  2 

.2742 

.00001 

1 

344 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2742 

.2742 

.00006 

1 

345 

0.03 

Government  &  Civics  1934  - 

1985 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2035 

.1896 

.01384 

1 

155 

2.69 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

6 

9 

.1896 

.1752 

.01447 

1 

156 

2.79 

Government  &  Civics  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2073 

.1980 

.00929 

1 

417 

4.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1980 

.190? 

.00779 

1 

418 

4.06 

Govcrrment  l  Civics  1985 

-  1986 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White  l 

Hispanic)  (Si 

•  x  not  tested) 

S l ope  Oi f f erences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2348 

.2345 

.0003? 

1 

388 

0.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

V 

.2345 

.2153 

.01924 

1 

389 

9.78  * 

Government  4  Civics  1984 

•  1985 

Juni or 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

S l ope  Di f f erences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2377 

.2368 

.00092 

1 

456 

0.55 

Intercept  Differericcs  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2368 

.2342 

.0026? 

1 

457 

1.57 

Government  4  Civics  ’984 

1985  J uni o 

i  (Ethnicity  = 

White  4  Nonwhitc)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

S  l  ope  0  i  f  f  ercr.ccs  for  Ethnicity 

.0 

11 

.2509 

.2455 

.00540 

1 

456 

3.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2455 

.  2342 

.01137 

1 

457 

6.U8  * 

471 


Table  D -5 .  (Cont’nued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

full 

Restri  cted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

dfi 

df2 

f 

Government  &  Civics  1985 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2503 

.2477 

.00256 

1 

707 

2.41 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.7477 

.2470 

.00074 

1 

708 

0.69 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2351 

.2345 

.00055 

1 

711 

0.51 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

V 

.2345 

.2279 

.00668 

1 

712 

6.21 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2394 

.2279 

.01154 

1 

711 

10.79 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2279 

.2279 

.00001 

1 

712 

0.01 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White 

«  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2295 

.2295 

.00003 

1 

602 

0.02 

Set  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2295 

.2295 

.00000 

1 

603 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2268 

.2267 

.00015 

1 

606 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2267 

.2257 

.00096 

1 

607 

0.75 

Slope  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2286 

.2266 

.00200 

1 

6C6 

1.57 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2266 

.2257 

.00092 

1 

607 

0.72 

History  198c  -  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Biac 

k  &  Hi spariic) 

3-way  1 nterac t i on  Test  (ASVAB*scx*cthni c i ty) 

i 

2 

.2597 

.2593 

.00036 

2 

1,319 

0.32 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2593 

.2549 

.00445 

2 

1,321 

3.96 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2339 

.2389 

.00001 

1 

1,327 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2389 

.2309 

.OOBOO 

1 

1,328 

13.96 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2443 

.2327 

.01155 

2 

1,325 

10.13 

History  1985  - 

1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethr.icity  = 

White  l 

Black) 

3-nay  Ir-.terection  Test  <ASVAB*sex*cthni c i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2647 

.2647 

.00000 

1 

1,343 

0.00 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2647 

.2647 

.00002 

1 

1,344 

0.03 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2602 

.2602 

.00001 

1 

1,347 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.260? 

.2601 

.00012 

1 

1,348 

0.21 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  2645 

.7606 

.00389 

1 

1,347 

7.12  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2606 

■  ?6?1 

00052 

1 

1,348 

0.94 

History  1984 

1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnic  i  ty 

=  Wh.tc 

6  Black) 

3  way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*cthni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2809 

.7807 

.00028 

1 

1,430 

0.56 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2806 

.2783 

.00239 

1 

1,431 

4.76 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2755 

.2754 

.0001  1 

1 

1 ,434 

0.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2754 

.2740 

.00147 

1 

1,435 

2.91 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2/63 

.2758 

.00056 

1 

1,434 

1.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2758 

.2740 

.00182 

1 

1,435 

3.61 

History  1985 

■  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  &  Hi spani C ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*tex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2156 

.2151 

.00046 

2 

1,465 

0.43 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2151 

.2080 

.00710 

2 

1,467 

6.63  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.17/6 

.1773 

.00032 

1 

1,473 

0.58 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1773 

.1625 

.01473 

1 

1 ,474 

26.39  ** 

Slope  Diflcrerces  lor  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1924 

.1/58 

.01660 

2 

1,471 

15.12  ** 

A '12 


Table  D-5.  (Continued) 


Conpa  r  i  son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison  full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R2Change  df i  d f 2  F 


History  1984  -  1985  junior  (Ethnicity  =  Uhite  &  Black) 


3-way  Interaction  Test  (A$VAB*sex*ethni c i ty)  1 

2 

.2989 

.2987 

.00020 

1 

1,102 

0.32 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2987 

.2974 

.00133 

1 

1,103 

2. ID 

Slope  DiftereiK.es  for  be* 

7 

8 

.  2864 

.2862 

.00026 

i 

1,106 

0.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2862 

.2787 

.00748 

1 

1,107 

11.60 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2884 

.2861 

.00235 

1 

1,106 

3.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2061 

.2787 

.00736 

1 

1,107 

11.42 

History  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2447 

.2313 

.01346 

1 

428 

7.62 

H-story  1995 

•  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

Uhite  &  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2254 

.2236 

.00180 

1 

409 

0.95 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2236 

.2175 

.00610 

1 

410 

3.22 

History  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3308 

.3294 

.00139 

1 

423 

0.88 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3294 

.3294 

. 0000 1 

1 

424 

0.01 

History  1984 

•  1905  Senior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black) 

(Sox  not 

tested) 

Slope  Difference.  *-r  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3742 

.3709 

.00326 

1 

402 

2.09 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3709 

.3454 

.02551 

1 

403 

16.34 

Foreign  language  1984 

-  1985  F. -cshir.cn 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  sex 

7 

6 

.2796 

.2793 

.00030 

1 

1,012 

0.43 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2793 

.2558 

.02351 

1 

1,013 

33.04 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White,  Eileck  & 

Hispanic 

)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  F.thnicity 

10 

11 

.2838 

.2735 

.01033 

2 

1,010 

7.28 

foreign  Language  1985 

•  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sc., 

7 

e 

.1866 

.1055 

.00112 

1 

797 

1.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1855 

.1615 

.02401 

1 

798 

23.52 

Foreign  tang,  age  1985  • 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White,  Elack  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Di  fferenccs  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1691 

.1682 

.00097 

2 

795 

0.46 

Intercept  Oitfenenccs  For  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1682 

.1615 

.00667 

2 

797 

3.19 

Foreign  language  1904 

-  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

.2250 

.2245 

.00043 

1 

09  2 

0.69 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

o 

9 

.2245 

.1780 

.  0465-4 

1 

893 

53.61 

Foreign  1  i^g.-.gc  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White,  Black 

&  H  i  .par.  ■ 

r. )  ( Sex  no  l 

:  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.191? 

.  1002 

.00303 

2 

890 

1.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1882 

.  1 73'J 

.01026 

2 

292 

5.64 

47  3 


Table  0-5.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

(^Change 

df i  df 2 

f 

Foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1743 

.1742 

.00010 

1 

604 

0.07 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1742 

.1741 

.00004 

1 

605 

0.03 

.Slope  u\ ttrci^ces  fui  Sex 

T 

t 

8 

.1641 

.1637 

.00043 

1 

603 

0.3  i 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1637 

.1320 

.03174 

1 

609 

23.11  ** 

Slope  Oi  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1461 

.1427 

.00345 

1 

608 

2.45 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1427 

.1320 

.01070 

1 

609 

7.60  * 

foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2222 

.2209 

.00139 

1 

480 

0.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2209 

.1641 

.05680 

1 

481 

35.07  •• 

Foreign  Language  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  te: 

ited) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1872 

.1781 

.00909 

2 

4/8 

2.67 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1781 

.1640 

.01402 

2 

480 

4.09 

foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(C  thni ci ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2049 

.1993 

.00566 

1 

247 

1.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1993 

.1795 

.01977 

1 

248 

6.12 

foreign  language  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  C  i  f  fcrer.ces  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1569 

.1350 

•  C2186 

1 

205 

5.31 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1350 

.1325 

.00252 

1 

206 

0.60 

foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

r.ot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1580 

.1566 

.00142 

1 

224 

0.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1566 

.  1474 

.00913 

1 

225 

2.44 

foreign  Language  1984  • 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnic i ty 

-  Wni te  &  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0905 

.0893 

.00128 

1 

185 

0.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0893 

.0845 

.00481 

1 

186 

0.98 

Secretory  &  Office  Education 

ivba  -  ivoo 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhitc)  (Sex  riot 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1747 

.1738 

.00096 

1 

215 

0.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1737 

.1737 

.00000 

1 

216 

0.00 

Secretary  &  Office  Education 

1984  -  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0735 

.0531 

.02043 

1 

220 

4 .85 

Intercept  0  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0531 

.0483 

.00480 

1 

221 

1.12 

Typing  &  word  Processing  1984 

i  •  1905  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  nut  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

/ 

8 

.2945 

.2942 

.00025 

1 

5C7 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2942 

.2925 

.00176 

1 

500 

1.27 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  1985  Frcshncn  (Ethnicity  =  white,  Black  &  Hi:. 

panic)  (Sex  not  te 

sted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2976 

.2958 

.00175 

2 

505 

0.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnic  i  tv 

11 

12 

.2958 

.2925 

.00337 

2 

507 

1.21 
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Table  0-5.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted  Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  i 

df2 

F 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethniei ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1955 

.1554 

.00008 

1 

492 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1954 

.1865 

. 00895 

1 

493 

5.49 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985 

-1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .2128 

.2070 

.00580 

1 

445 

3.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .2070 

.2048 

.00221 

1 

446 

1.24 

Typing  &  Uord  Processing  1984  * 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .2502 

.2302 

.00004 

1 

631 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex 

8 

9  .2502 

.2187 

.01147 

1 

632 

9.42  * 

lyping  &  Ucrd  Processing  1984- 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  -  White 

,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .2195 

.2191 

.00022 

2 

629 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .2191 

.2187 

.00040 

2 

631 

0.16 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethniei ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1574 

.1375 

.00009 

1 

405 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1573 

.1375 

.00003 

1 

406 

0.01 

Typing  i  Uord  Processing  1985- 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  =  Unite 

i  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

S'.cpe-  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1422 

.1391 

.00311 

1 

374 

1.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1591 

.1361 

.00302 

1 

37S 

1.31 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .2207 

.2206 

.00004 

1 

391 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .2206 

.1883 

.03231 

1 

392 

16.25  *< 

Typing  S  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Junior 

(Ethniei ty  z  White 

&  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1961 

.1933 

.00277 

1 

359 

1.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1933 

.1916 

.00168 

1 

360 

0.75 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1283 

.1225 

.00579 

1 

221 

1.47 

Intercept  Differences  Tor  Sex 

8 

9  .1225 

.1096 

.01292 

1 

222 

3.27 

Typing  i  Word  Processing  1985*1986  Junior 

(E  thnici ty  =  Uh i tc 

i  Nonwhi tc) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1378 

.1343 

.00348 

1 

221 

0.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1343 

.1096 

.02471 

1 

222 

6.34 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1980 

.1894 

.00856 

i 

216 

2.31 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1894 

.1776 

.01188 

1 

217 

3.18 

Account  ing/Booklreepi  ng  1935  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1762 

.1761 

.00015 

1 

311 

0.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1761 

.1573 

.01582 

1 

312 

7.13  * 
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Table  0-5.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change  df) 

df2 

F 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1984  - 

1985  Junior  (Ethni ci ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  2898 

.2896 

.00026 

1 

239 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  2896 

.2546 

. 03496 

1 

240 

11.81 

«* 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1985  - 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1818 

.1796 

.00220 

1 

185 

C.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1796 

.1670 

.01262 

1 

186 

2.86 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2049 

.1931 

.01179 

1 

247 

3.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1931 

.1700 

.02302 

1 

248 

7.08 

* 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985 

freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  teSiCd) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2836 

.2828 

.00081 

1 

547 

0.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2828 

.2608 

.02200 

1 

548 

16.81 

*  * 

Home  Economics  1984-1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  - 

White  8  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3071 

.3066 

.00055 

1 

519 

0.41 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3066 

.2451 

.06150 

1 

520 

46.12** 

Heme  Economics  1985  -  1986 

freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  sex 

7 

a 

.  1937 

.1918 

.00189 

1 

312 

U.73 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1919 

.1519 

.03993 

1 

313 

15.47 

** 

Home  Economics  1985-1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  - 

White  £  Monwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1570 

.1562 

.00084 

1 

312 

0.31 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1562 

.1519 

.00428 

1 

313 

1.59 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1951 

.1950 

.00017 

1 

321 

0.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex 

8 

9 

.1950 

.1604 

.03453 

1 

322 

13.81 

*  * 

Home  Economics  1984-1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethruci  ty  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2070 

.1917 

.01536 

1 

321 

6.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1917 

.1604 

.03124 

1 

322 

12.45' 

»  t 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986 

Sophonore 

i  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  sex 

7 

C 

.1945 

.1921 

.00248 

1 

394 

1.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1921 

.1625 

.02958 

1 

395 

14.46 

** 

Home  Economics  1985-1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1717 

.1628 

.00889 

1 

394 

4.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1628 

.  1 625 

.00027 

1 

395 

0.13 

Home  Economics  1954  -  1905  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1641 

.1641 

.00000 

1 

279 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1641 

.1499 

.01416 

1 

280 

4.74 
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T able  D-5.  (Concluded) 


Comparison 

R2 

F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R 

2Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Home  Economics  1984-1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1569 

.1545 

.00241 

1 

279 

0.80 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1545 

.1499 

.00455 

1 

280 

1.51 

Home  Economics  1985  - 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2108 

.2096 

.00122 

1 

358 

0.55 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2096 

.1328 

.07686 

1 

359 

34.91  ** 

Hone  Economics  1985-1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  *  White  i  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ID 

11 

.1352 

.1333 

.00191 

1 

358 

0.79 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1333 

.1327 

.00051 

1 

359 

0.21 

Home  Economics  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1533 

.1527 

.00066 

1 

318 

0.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1527 

.1224 

.03023 

1 

319 

11.38  ** 

Home  Economics  1984- 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1232 

.1232 

.00000 

1 

318 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1232 

.1225 

.00079 

1 

319 

0.29 

Computer  Programming  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

/ 

8 

.  2<.y  1 

.  2479 

.00122 

1 

227 

0.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2479 

.2140 

.03398 

1 

228 

10.30  ♦ 

Computer  Programming  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2069 

.2067 

.00013 

1 

240 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2067 

.2056 

.00115 

1 

241 

0.35 

Computer  Programming  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3532 

.3502 

.00306 

1 

157 

0.74 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3502 

.3012 

.04897 

1 

158 

11.91  ** 

Computer  Programming  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1584 

.1583 

.00008 

1 

152 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1583 

.1493 

.00904 

1 

153 

1.64 

*  P  <  .01 . 
*<*  P  <  .001. 


477 


Table  D - 6 ■  F-Tests  of  Significance  for  Electronics  S  Electrical  Composite 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

English  1  •  IV  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

8lack  & 

Hi span'c) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

2525 

.2525 

.00003 

*> 

4_ 

2,422 

0.05 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

2525 

.2476 

.00491 

2 

2,424 

>.96 

** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

2525 

.2475 

.00503 

3 

2,424 

5.44 

* 

English  1  -  IV  1985  - 

198b  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

8 lack  & 

H i spanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  <ASVAB‘sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

,1989 

.1976 

.00137 

2 

1,989 

1.70 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1976 

.1945 

.00307 

2 

1,991 

3.81 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

,1881 

.1863 

.00181 

1 

1 ,997 

4.45 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

,1863 

.1371 

.04923 

1 

1,998 

120.88 

*  W 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1421 

.1391 

.00300 

2 

1,995 

3.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1391 

.1371 

.00198 

2 

1 ,997 

2.30 

English  1  •  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnic l ty 

-  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2741 

.2739 

.0C021 

2 

2,296 

0.34 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2739 

.2721 

.00177 

2 

2,298 

2.80 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2718 

.2600 

.01172 

1 

2,304 

37.09 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1891 

.1879 

.00115 

2 

2,302 

1  .63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1879 

.1869 

.00102 

2 

2,304 

1,44 

English  i  -  Iv  1903  - 

1986  Sophomei  e 

<E  lliliic  i  ty 

-  White, 

o  v  aCfc.  £ 

H  i  spam  c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2377 

.2370 

.00076 

2 

1,942 

0.97 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2370 

.2362 

.00078 

2 

1,944 

0.99 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2311 

.2222 

.00889 

1 

1,950 

22.54 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1526 

.1521 

.00051 

2 

1,948 

0.58 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1521 

.1434 

.00870 

2 

1,950 

10.01 

*  n 

English  1  -  IV  1984 

•  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

=  white, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2417 

.2407 

.00107 

2 

1,721 

1.21 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2407 

.2405 

.00017 

2 

1,723 

0.19 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2392 

.2284 

.01076 

1 

1,729 

24.46 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1269 

.1267 

.00019 

2 

1,727 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1267 

.1241 

.00260 

2 

1,729 

2.58 

Engl i sh  I  -  IV  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnici  ty 

=  White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex’ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2234 

.2234 

.00000 

1 

1,258 

0.01 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2234 

.2234 

.00000 

1 

1,259 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2231 

.2135 

.00961 

1 

1,262 

15.61 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1048 

.1042 

.00060 

1 

1,262 

0.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1042 

.1042 

.00008 

1 

1,263 

0.12 

Engl i sh  1  •  IV  19C4 

■  1985  cnior 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H  i  span  i  r. ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*ethm  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2063 

.2056 

.00070 

2 

1,275 

0.57 

Sex  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2056 

.2044 

.00114 

2 

1,277 

0.91 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2010 

.1964 

.00459 

1 

1,283 

7.37 

* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1964 

.  1466 

.04984 

1 

1,284 

79.64 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1490 

.  1476 

.00136 

2 

1,281 

1.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1476 

.1466 

.00105 

2 

1,283 

0.79 
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Table  D-6.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-lest  Comparison 

full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Chenge 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

General  Math  1984  - 

1985  freshmen 

(Ethnicity  ; 

=  White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Teat  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni ci ty) 

1 

2 

.0760 

.0747 

.00123 

2 

1,167 

0.78 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0747 

.0718 

.00297 

2 

1,169 

1.87 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0690 

.0682 

.00078 

1 

1,175 

0.99 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0682 

.0553 

.01287 

1 

1,176 

16.24 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0585 

.0535 

.00003 

2 

1,173 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0585 

.0554 

.00315 

2 

1,175 

1.97 

General  Math  1985  - 

I0*',  freemen 

(Ethnicity  i 

=  white  £ 

.  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*cthni ci ty ) 

i 

2 

.0292 

.0289 

.00029 

1 

549 

0.17 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0289 

.0259 

.00301 

1 

550 

1.70 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0176 

.0175 

.00014 

1 

553 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0175 

.0103 

.00722 

1 

554 

4.07 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1i 

.0188 

.0108 

.00801 

1 

5S3 

4.51 

Intercept  Differences  fer  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.oioe 

.0103 

.00055 

1 

554 

0.31 

General  Math  1964  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  < ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

i 

2 

.0813 

.0735 

.00277 

2 

736 

1.11 

Sex  t  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0785 

.0727 

.00582 

2 

738 

2.33 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.060’ 

.0599 

.00028 

1 

744 

0.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0599 

.0540 

.00587 

1 

745 

4.65 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

11 

.0662 

.0653 

. OCCrc 

*> 

C. 

742 

0.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0653 

.0540 

.01130 

2 

744 

4.50 

General  Math  1985  • 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

*  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1245 

.1190 

.00552 

1 

305 

1.92 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1190 

.1173 

.00176 

1 

306 

0.61 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1037 

.1034 

.00026 

1 

309 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

e 

9 

.1034 

.0581 

.04530 

1 

310 

15.66 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0736 

.0688 

.00481 

1 

309 

1.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

n 

12 

.0688 

.0581 

.01063 

1 

310 

3.54 

General  Math  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethi.ici  ty  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

i 

2 

.0780 

.0669 

.01108 

1 

266 

3.20 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0669 

.0669 

.00001 

1 

267 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.0647 

.0642 

.00044 

1 

270 

0.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0642 

.03)9 

.03235 

1 

271 

9.37 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0340 

.0339 

.00002 

1 

270 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for'  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0339 

.0319 

.00206 

1 

271 

0.58 

General  Math  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1355 

.1310 

.00451 

1 

222 

1.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1310 

.0903 

.04069 

1 

223 

10.44 

General  Math  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  -  White  &  Blac.*)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  fer  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1203 

.1130 

.00723 

1 

195 

1.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

1? 

.1130 

.1125 

.00052 

1 

196 

0.11 

General  Hath  1984  -  198 

5  Senior 

(Etnnicity  riot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0942 

.  0904 

.00378 

1 

230 

C .  96 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0904 

.0863 

.00404 

1 

731 

1.03 

4  79 


Tabic  D-6.  (Continued) 


Compari  son 


R2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R2Change 

df-| 

df2 

F 

General  Math 

1984  -  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Bl 

ack)  (Sex  not 

Tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

.0 

11 

.1308 

.1307 

.00015 

1 

203 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1307 

.1147 

.01603 

1 

204 

3.76 

Algebra 

1984  •  1985 

f  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  £ 

Nonwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1909 

.1867 

.00426 

1 

1,180 

6.21 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1867 

.1864 

.00023 

1 

1,181 

0.33 

Slope  Differences  for  sex 

7 

8 

.1833 

.1782 

.00509 

1 

1,184 

7.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1782 

.1193 

.03891 

1 

1,185 

84.95 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1272 

.1226 

.00464 

1 

1,184 

6.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1226 

.1193 

.00328 

1 

1,185 

4.42 

Algebra 

1985  •  1986 

f  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Nonwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.192? 

.  1927 

.00006 

1 

7CH 

0.05 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1927 

.1913 

.00145 

1 

709 

1.28 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1886 

.1881 

.00050 

1 

712 

0.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1881 

.1295 

.05856 

1 

713 

51.42 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1i- 

11 

.1333 

.1331 

■  00C21 

1 

712 

0.18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

’2 

.1331 

.1295 

.00354 

1 

713 

2.92 

Algebra 

1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

-  White  £ 

,  Nonwhi te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  < A5vA5‘sex*ethn ic  i  ly ) 

1 

2 

«  7  /  / 

•  1 

.1344 

.00001 

1 

871 

0.01 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Int'-. action  Test 

2 

3 

.1344 

.1285 

.00396 

1 

872 

6.01 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1273 

.1218 

.00550 

1 

875 

5.51 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1218 

.0860 

.03576 

1 

876 

35.67 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0866 

.0863 

.00029 

1 

875 

0.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0863 

.0860 

.00027 

1 

876 

0.26 

Algebra 

1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  S 

,  "enwhi te) 

i-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1501 

.1498 

.00028 

1 

617 

C.20 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1498 

.1482 

.00159 

1 

618 

1.16 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1427 

.1395 

.00326 

1 

621 

2.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1395 

.1126 

.02691 

1 

622 

19.45 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

in 

11 

.1159 

.1144 

.00154 

1 

621 

1.08 

Intercept  Differences  foi  Fthnicity 

11 

12 

.1144 

.1126 

.00179 

1 

622 

1.26 

Algebra  1984  -  1983  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3*  way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*r-thni  ci  ty ) 

1 

2 

.  1855 

.1845 

.00095 

1 

489 

0.57 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1845 

.1835 

.00105 

i 

490 

0.63 

Slope  Differences  fjr  Sex 

7 

S 

.172? 

.1701 

.00206 

1 

493 

1  .23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1701 

.1210 

.04910 

1 

494 

29.23 

Siope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1291) 

.1244 

.00462 

1 

493 

2.61 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1244 

.1210 

.00340 

1 

494 

1.92 

Algebra  198S 

>  *  1986  Junior  (Ethn 

.city  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1687 

.1522 

.01641 

1 

273 

5.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

3 

9 

.1523 

.1322 

.02005 

1 

274 

6.48 

480 


Table  D-6.  (Continued) 


Coroar  i  son 


f-Test  Comparison 

toll  Restricted  Full 

Re 

stricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df  2 

1 

Algebra  1985 

-  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  *- 

White  &  Nonwh' 

te) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic! ty 

10  11 

.1367 

.1336 

.00316 

1 

273 

1.00 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici ty 

11  12 

.1336 

.1322 

.00137 

1 

274 

0.43 

Algebra  1989  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  tor 

Sax 

7  8 

.1710 

.1569 

.01406 

1 

265 

4.49 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1569 

.1017 

.05524 

l 

266 

17.43  ' 

Algebra  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  - 

White  &  Nonwh i te) 

(Sex  net 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10  11 

.1353 

.1131 

.02215 

1 

265 

6.79  ■ 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2414 

.2414 

.00000 

1 

511 

O.CO 

1  itercept  Differences 

fur  Sex 

8  9 

.2414 

.2228 

.01864 

-i 

512 

12.58 

Geometry  1985  ■  1986  freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  f,  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10  11 

.2250 

.2236 

.00145 

2 

509 

0.48 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.2236 

.2228 

.00080 

2 

511 

0.26 

Geometry  1984  ■ 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2446 

.2446 

.OOOGu 

1 

561 

0  00 

for  S  c  x 

8  9 

.2446 

.2147 

.02990 

1 

562 

22.25 

Geometi  y  1984  •  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  - 

white,  Blacx  &  Hispanic) 

(Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic  i  ty 

10  11 

.2236 

.2177 

.or  88 

2 

559 

2.12 

Intercept  Dif fere, ices 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.2177 

.2147 

.00301 

2 

561 

1.08 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2638 

.2671 

.00169 

1 

410 

0.94 

Intercept  Differences 

1^.  Sex 

8  9 

.2671 

.2268 

.04028 

1 

411 

22.59 

Geometry  1985 

•  1986  Sopho-pre  (Ethnicity  -  White  &  Black) 

(Sex 

not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

iO  11 

.2589 

.2424 

.016  1 

1 

371 

8.26 

Geometry  1984 

-  1985  junior  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2202 

.2160 

.00420 

1 

305 

1.64 

interceit  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2161 

.1708 

.04524 

1 

30o 

17.66 

Geometry  1984 

-  194  junior  (Etnnicity 

=  White  &  Nonwh i tc) 

(Sex 

not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethni c i ty 

10  11 

.1754 

.1735 

.GO’  V. 

1 

305 

0.72 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1735 

.1708 

.00267 

1 

306 

0.99 

Geometry  1985 

-  1936  Junior  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Se.; 

7  8 

.25  79 

.2511 

.00682 

1 

123 

1.13 

Intercept  Differences 

for  S.-x 

8  9 

.2511 

.1991 

.05201 

1 

124 

S.61 

Geometry  1985 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Nonwh i t e) 

(Sex 

not 

tested) 

Slope  Deferences  for 

Ethnic  i  ty 

10  11 

.2925 

.2529 

.03956 

1 

123 

6,83 

1 


125 


6,88 


Table  0-6.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R2 


est  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  1 

Restricted 

(^Change  dfi 

df2 

F 

Ceasctry  1984  •  1985 

Senior  (Ethm ci  ty  not  tested) 

pe  D  i  f  fcrences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2121 

.2095 

.00255  1 

107 

0.35 

•ercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2095 

.2091 

.00042  1 

108 

0.06 

Geometry  1984  •  1985 

i  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not 

:  tested) 

pe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2323 

.2235 

.00382  1 

107 

0.53 

ercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2285 

.2091 

.01941  1 

irq 

2.72 

Calculus  1985  -  1988 

Junior  (Cthnic  ity  not  tested) 

p->  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1030 

.0957 

.00722  1 

147 

1.18 

ercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0957 

.0948 

.00094  1 

148 

0.15 

General  Science  1934 

1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  Unite 

,  Black  &  H; 

i  spanic ) 

ray  interaction  Test  (  ASVAB*scx*eihni  c  i  ty ) 

i 

2 

.2708 

.2698 

.00100  2 

1,956 

1.34 

•  l  Ethnicity  Inteioction  Test 

2 

7 

J 

.2698 

.2622 

.00764  2 

1.958 

10.25 

*  * 

ffifct'.Tit  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup 

2 

4 

.2698 

.2685 

.00131  3 

1.958 

1.17 

General  Sricnec  1985  -  '986 

reshmen 

(Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

ipe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1476 

.1475 

.00015  1 

274 

0.05 

ercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1475 

.1357 

.01175  1 

275 

3.79 

General  Science  T98S 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black)  (Sex 

net  tested) 

pe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1572 

.1377 

.01942  1 

240 

5.53 

crccpt  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1377 

.1377 

.00006  1 

241 

0.02 

General  Science  19e4 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  *  White  &  Nonuhiti 

e) 

ray  I  nrernc t  i on  Test  (i*SV»P.*sox*cthnic  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2313 

.2312 

.00OC1  1 

341 

0.00 

l  Ethnicity  Interact  ion  Test 

2 

3 

.2312 

.2158 

.01547  1 

342 

6.88 

* 

pe  D  i  f  fercnccs  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2002 

.1985 

.00176  1 

345 

0.76 

erccpT  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1985 

.1437 

.05474  1 

346 

23.63 

** 

po  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1636 

.1600 

.00362  1 

345 

1.49 

eicepi  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1600 

.1437 

.01623  1 

346 

6.68 

General  Science  1985  *  1/86 

Sophomore 

(Ethnic ity  noi  tested) 

pc  Differences  fo'  Sex 

7 

8 

.1762 

.1782 

.00001  1 

183 

0.00 

ercept  Differences  for  sex 

W 

9 

.1782 

.1370 

.04125  1 

184 

9.24 

* 

General  Science  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  - 

White  8 

Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

pe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1832 

.1830 

.00015  1 

158 

0.03 

ercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1830 

.1596 

.02339  ’ 

159 

4.55 

General  Science  1W*  -  1985 

Junior 

(E  thr.ic  ity  not 

tested) 

pr  Difi^r  cnccs  ♦or  So* 

7 

8 

.1015 

.0837 

.01784  1 

174 

3.45 

ercept  Di  f  f ci  trices  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0837 

.0578 

.02589  1 

175 

4.94 

General  Scions  1984 

1 

985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

pe  li  i  f  f  ci  tjnt  ct  Itji  |thn  Icily 

10 

11 

.1289 

.1240 

.00495  1 

149 

0.85 

erctf'l  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

1? 

.  1 240 

.0609 

.06307  1 

150 

10.80 

* 

02 


Table  0-6.  (Continued) 


O 

Comparison  R“- 


F-Test  Comparison 

Ful  l 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Ohange 

df  1 

df2 

F 

General  Science  1980  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

2314 

.2310 

. 000c0 

1 

258 

0.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

2310 

.2050 

.02603 

1 

259 

8.77 

* 

General  Science  1985  •  1986  Junioi 

■  (Ethnicity  ~  White  i  Nonwnite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2056 

.2054 

.00019 

1 

258 

0.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2054 

.2050 

.00040 

1 

259 

0.13 

General  Science  1984  -  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1022 

.1015 

.00071 

1 

182 

0.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1015 

.0765 

.02499 

1 

183 

5.09 

Biology  III  1934  -  1985 

Freshen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2303 

.2301 

.00020 

1 

299 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2301 

.2007 

.02942 

l 

300 

11.47 

** 

Biology  1  -  I 1  1984  •  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  L  Nonwhite)  (Sox 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2073 

.2009 

.00637 

1 

299 

2.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ii 

12 

.2009 

.2007 

.00022 

1 

300 

0.08 

Biology  I  •  II  1985  • 

1986  freshmen  (Ethnicity 

=  White  & 

Black) 

J-way  Interaction  'est  ( ASVAB*sex*ethm c t ty) 

1 

2 

.1814 

.1814 

.00001 

1 

1.120 

0.01 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.1614 

.1814 

.00000 

1 

1,120 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1794 

.1794 

.00000 

1 

1,123 

o.oo 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1794 

.1354 

.04399 

1 

1,124 

60.26 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1371 

.1361 

.00093 

1 

1,123 

1.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1361 

.1354 

.00074 

1 

1,124 

0  97 

Biology  1  •  II  1984  •  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

v  White, 

Black  Hispanic) 

3-uay  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2589 

.2573 

.00158 

2 

1,371 

1 .46 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2573 

.2499 

.00748 

2 

1,373 

6.91 

* 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup 

2 

4 

.2573 

.2422 

.01509 

3 

1,373 

9.30 

*  it 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.2573 

.2424 

.01496 

1 

1,373 

27.65 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

2 

6 

.2573 

.2570 

.00036 

2 

1,373 

0.33 

Biology  I  -  II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2333 

.2236 

.00979 

1 

335 

4.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ser 

8 

9 

.2236 

.1451 

.07346 

1 

336 

33.95 

*  * 

Biology  1  -  II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  -  White 

,  Black  & 

H i span i c ) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1505 

.1457 

.00478 

2 

333 

0.94 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1457 

.  1451 

.00063 

2 

335 

0.12 

Biology  I  -  II  1964  - 

1965  J 

umor  (Ethnicity 

=  White  & 

Honwh i tc) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASyAB'sex^ethni c l ty) 

1 

2 

.2709 

.2/09 

.00006 

1 

397 

0.03 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2709 

.2708 

.00007 

1 

398 

0.04 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2594 

.2583 

.oono 

1 

401 

0.59 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2534 

.2027 

.05568 

1 

402 

30.18 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2176 

.2173 

.00023 

1 

401 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2173 

.2027 

.01465 

1 

402 

7.53 

* 

4  C  3 


Table  0-6.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

E 

Biology  1  -  II  1985  - 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Diffen  nee,  t  Sex 

7 

8 

.3610 

.3329 

.02810 

1 

147 

6.46 

Jn'ercept  Oitfer  .s  .or  Sex 

8 

9 

.3329 

.2745 

.05840 

1 

148 

12.96 

*  * 

Biology  I  -  1!  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3638 

.3593 

.00443 

1 

195 

1.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3593 

.3124 

.04699 

1 

196 

14.38 

*  * 

Biology  1  •  11  1984 

•  1985  Senior 

(E thnic i ty 

■  Uhite  S  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3608 

.3606 

.00013 

1 

176 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3606 

.3210 

.05966 

1 

177 

10.98 

* 

Chemistry  I  II  1985  ■ 

1986  freshmen 

(Ethni ci  ty 

not  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1991 

.1969 

.00215 

1 

128 

0.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1969 

.1573 

.03968 

1 

129 

6.37 

Chemistry  I  -  11  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

e 

.1060 

.1039 

.00206 

1 

168 

0.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1040 

.0646 

.03938 

1 

169 

7.43 

* 

Chemistry  I  •  II  1985  - 

I9P6  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1629 

.1588 

.00409 

1 

430 

2.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex 

8 

9 

.1588 

.0952 

.06366 

1 

431 

32.62 

** 

Chemistry  I  •  II  1984 

•  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2039 

.2035 

.00033 

1 

426 

0.18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2035 

.1332 

.07029 

1 

427 

37.68 

** 

Chemistry  1  -  II  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  i  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1551 

.1489 

.00625 

1 

426 

3.15 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1489 

.1333 

.01562 

1 

427 

7.84 

Chemistry  I  -  II  1985 

•  198c  Junior 

(E  thni  c  i  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1931 

.  1826 

.0i049 

1 

137 

1.78 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1826 

.0889 

.09371 

1 

138 

15.82 

*  * 

chemistry  I  -  1  I  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(ethnic i ty 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1182 

.1145 

.00376 

1 

137 

0.58 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1145 

.0889 

.02558 

1 

138 

3.99 

Chemistry  1  •  II  1984 

•  1985  Senior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2422 

.2412 

.00103 

1 

156 

0.21 

1  ite  cept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2412 

.2314 

.00977 

1 

157 

2.02 

Chemistry  I  -  i  1  1964 

•  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Nor.. .h  ite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2587 

.2415 

.01720 

1 

156 

3.6? 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2416 

.2314 

.01018 

1 

157 

2.11 

484 


Table  0-6.  (Cont inued) 


Corrparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Coer oarison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted  R 

^Change 

df, 

df  2 

F 

Physics  1  -  ll  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1081 

.1041 

.00400 

1 

232 

1.04 

Intercept  Differences  foi  Sex 

8 

9 

.1041 

.0565 

.04760 

1 

233 

12.38 

•  • 

Physir.a  l  -  11  1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2039 

.1982 

.00576 

1 

166 

1.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1982 

.1250 

.07312 

1 

167 

15.23 

*  * 

Government  &  Civics  1984  • 

19£5  freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  cested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2490 

.2453 

.00371 

1 

344 

1.70 

Intercept  Difference"  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2453 

.2282 

.01709 

1 

345 

7.81 

* 

Gover-aicnt  6  Civics  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

S lope  D i f ferencer  fo  -ex 

7 

8 

.1807 

.1558 

.02490 

1 

155 

4.71 

Intercept  Differences  tor  S:> 

8 

9 

.1558 

.1090 

.04685 

1 

156 

8.66 

* 

Government  S  Civics  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1411 

.1335 

.00766 

1 

417 

3.72 

Intercept  Oi  f  f  c-i  enen.,  foi  S'* 

8 

9 

.1335 

.0901 

.04331 

1 

418 

20.89 

** 

Govirnnicnt  t  Civics  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  D i  fferentos  f or  f  thnitii, 

10 

11 

.1150 

.1147 

.00028 

1 

388 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1147 

.0909 

.02385 

1 

389 

10.48 

* 

Government  &  Civics  1984  • 

1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2612 

.2583 

.00287 

1 

456 

'.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2583 

.2161 

.04226 

1 

457 

26.04 

«« 

Government  6  Civics  1984 

-  1935  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Monwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2211 

.2201 

.00098 

1 

456 

0.57 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2201 

.2161 

.00404 

1 

457 

2.37 

Government  &  Civics 

1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  Uhitc 

i  Black) 

3way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*Mh.nic  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2512 

.2512 

.00000 

1 

707 

0.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2512 

.2504 

.00080 

1 

708 

0.76 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2436 

.2374 

.00621 

1 

711 

6.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2374 

.1881 

.04926 

1 

712 

45.99 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  tthrucity 

10 

11 

.1936 

.1922 

.00139 

1 

711 

1.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1922 

.1882 

.00404 

1 

712 

3.56 

Government  &  Civics 

1984  -  1985 

Senior  (Ethni 

city  x  white 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*scx*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2628 

.2618 

.00100 

1 

602 

0.81 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2618 

.2606 

.00121 

1 

603 

0.99 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2511 

.2505 

.00056 

1 

606 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  25C6 

.2224 

.02611 

1 

607 

22.77 

•  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2318 

.2316 

.00017 

1 

606 

0.13 

Intercept  Oifi'renccs  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2316 

.2224 

.00921 

1 

607 

7.27 

* 
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Table  0 -6.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

full  Restricted 

full 

Restricted 

R2Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

History  1964  -  1985 

freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  &  Hispanirl 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici  ty) 

1 

2 

.2728 

.2711 

.00171 

2 

1,319 

1.55 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2711 

.2681 

.00305 

2 

1,321 

2.77 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2640 

.2637 

.00025 

1 

1,327 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2637 

.2178 

.04591 

1 

1,328 

6-.81 

•  • 

Slope  Differences  lor  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2261 

.2215 

.00458 

2 

1,325 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2215 

.2178 

.00370 

2 

1,327 

15 

History  1905  -  1986 

freshmen 

(Ethnic i ty  * 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2457 

.2456 

.00013 

1 

1,344 

0.27 

Sex  l  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2458 

.2455 

.00025 

1 

1,344 

0.45 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2455 

.2451 

.00035 

1 

1,347 

0.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2451 

.2248 

.02036 

1 

1,348 

36.35 

* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2248 

.2248 

. 00002 

1 

1,347 

o.c: 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2248 

.2248 

.00003 

1 

1,348 

0.06 

History  1984  •  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  & 

,  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2559 

.255’ 

.00077 

1 

1,430 

1.48 

Sex  t  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.2551 

.2533 

.00181 

1 

1,431 

3.48 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2515 

.2511 

.00047 

1 

1,434 

0.91 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2510 

.2176 

.03342 

1 

1,435 

64.03 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2198 

.2193 

.00053 

i 

1,434 

0.90 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2193 

.2176 

.00165 

1 

1,435 

3.03 

History  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

x  White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVAB*scx*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2197 

.2194 

.00030 

2 

1,465 

0.28 

Sex  <L  Ethnic'ty  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2194 

.2133 

.00616 

2 

1,467 

5.79 

• 

slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2050 

.2014 

.00360 

1 

1,473 

6.66 

• 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2014 

.1483 

.05308 

1 

1 ,474 

97.90 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Et  nicity 

10 

11 

.1604 

.1562 

.00421 

2 

1,471 

3.69 

Intercept  Differences  for  Elhmcity 

11 

12 

.1562 

.1483 

.00793 

2 

1,473 

6.93 

* 

History  1984  •  1985  junior 

(Ethmci  ty  = 

Wnite  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (A$VAB*stx*cthni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2932 

.2930 

.00019 

1 

1,102 

0.30 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2930 

.2923 

.00068 

1 

1,103 

1.06 

Slope  Differences  for  Sax 

7 

8 

.2908 

.2885 

.00232 

1 

1,106 

3.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2884 

.2T52 

.05320 

1 

1,107 

02.77 

** 

Slope  Diffeiences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2382 

.2381 

.00002 

1 

1 ,  1C6 

0.0) 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2381 

.2352 

.00289 

1 

1,107 

4.19 

History  198S  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2422 

.2291 

.01319 

1 

428 

7.45 

* 

History  '985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  x  White  &  Black)  (Sox  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1692 

.1692 

.00002 

1 

409 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1692 

.1661 

.00308 

1 

410 

1.52 

486 


Table  0-6.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


full  Restricted 


Full  Restricted  R^Change  dfi  df2 


History  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnici 

i  ly  not 

tested) 

Slope  Oi  fferences  For 

Sex 

7 

8 

.3578 

.3531 

.00470 

1 

Intercept  Differences 

For  Sex 

8 

9 

.3531 

.3273 

.02586 

1 

423 

424 


History  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  1  While  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Di  Fferences  For  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  For  Ethnicity 


10  11  .3610  .3595  .00349 

11  12  .3595  .3365  .02294 


1 

1 


402 

403 


foreign  language  1934  -  1985  freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tasted) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .2512  .2500 

Intercept  Differences  For  Sex  8  9  .  2500  .1730 


.00113  1  1 ,0'2 

.07702  1  1,013 


Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


.'Differences  For  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1939 

.1934 

.00049 

2 

1,010 

intercept  Differences  For  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1934 

.1730 

.02039 

2 

1,012 

Foreign  Language  1)85 

•  1986  freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Oi  F  ferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1992 

.1937 

.00554 

1 

797 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1937 

.1268 

.06681 

1 

798 

foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1477 

.1374 

.01032 

2 

795 

Foreign  Language  1984 

•  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2107 

.2075 

.00320 

1 

892 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2075 

.1034 

.10410 

1 

893 

Foreign  Language  1984  • 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

White,  Block 

&  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1203 

.1147 

.00560 

2 

890 

Intercept  I'ifferences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1147 

.1034 

.01127 

2 

892 

Foreign  Language 

1985  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  *  White  &  Nonwhitc) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty)  1 

2 

.1856 

.1854 

.00019 

1 

604 

Sex  fc  Fthnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1554 

.1851 

.00023 

1 

605 

S lope  D  i  f  f erences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1686 

.1652 

.00344 

1 

608 

Intercept  Differences  For  Sex 

8 

9 

.1652 

.0857 

.07942 

1 

609 

Slope  0  i  f  ferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1022 

.1007 

.00150 

1 

608 

Intercept  Difference*  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1007 

.0e57 

.01494 

1 

609 

Foreign  Language  1984  •  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2166 

.2164 

.00025 

1 

480 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2164 

.1085 

.10787 

1 

481 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  *  White,  Black  & 

H i spanic ) 

(Sex  not  t 

ested) 

Slope  D  i  f  ferenres  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1421 

.1317 

.01044 

2 

478 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1317 

.1085 

.02317 

2 

480 

f 


3.09 
16.95  ** 


2.20 

14 .44  ** 


1.52 

104.04  ** 


0.30 
12.79  ** 


5.51 

66.11  ** 


4.81  * 


3.62 

117.30  ** 


2.83 
5.68  * 


0.14 

0.17 

2.52 

57.93  ** 
1.02 
10.12  * 


0.15 

66.22  ** 


2.91 
6.40  * 


Table  0-6.  (Coot inued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 


full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df i  df2  F 


foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .2001  .1970  .00304  1  247  0.94 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1970  .1259  .07117  1  248  21.98  ** 

Foreign  Language  1985  ■  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0842  .0790  .00517  1  205  1.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0790  .07S7  .00333  1  206  0.74 

foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1566  .1545  .00205  1  224  0.54 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1545  .1239  .03057  1  225  8.14  * 

foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sc*  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0802  .0789  .00133  1  IBS  0.27 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0789  .0725  .00636  1  186  1.28 

Secretary  &  Office  Education  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  *  White  &  Monwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1029  .1010  .00193  1  215  0.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1010  .1009  .00004  1  216  0.01 

Secretary  &  Office  Education  1984  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0949  .0885  .OU6J9  1  220  1.55 

Intercept  0  i  f  .'erencob  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0885  .0788  .00972  1  221  2.36 

lyping  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  3  .2301  .2272  .00293  1  507  1.93 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2272  .2006  .02658  1  508  17.47** 


Typing  £  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity 
Interceot  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


10 

11 


11 

12 


.2054 

.2006 


.2007 

.2006 


.00478 

.00006 


505 

507 


1.52 

0.02 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Di fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .1640  .1627  .00125 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1627  .1223  .04044 


1 


492 

493 


0.73 

23.81 


Typing  l  Word  Processing  1985-1986'  freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  £  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Di f fcrences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1136  .1135  .00015  1  445  0.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1135  .1090  .00444  1  446  2.23 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1926  .1086  .00400  1  631  3.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  B  9  .1386  .1234  .06520  1  632  50.78 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984-1985 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


Sophomore  (Ethnicity 
10  11 

11  12 


=  White, 

.1252 

.1243 


Black  £  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 
.1244  .00083  2  629 

.1234  . OC094  2  631 


0.30 

0.34 
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Table  D-6.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison  full  Restricted  full  Restricted  R^Cnange  elf i  df2  F 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  -  198o  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sen 

7 

8 

.1481 

.1338 

.01430 

1 

405 

6.80  * 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Sophomore 

(E thnic i ty 

=  White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

>1 

.1128 

.1121 

.00071 

1 

374 

0.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1121 

.1093 

.00278 

1 

375 

1.17 

Typing  &  Uord  Pricessing  1984  - 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1960 

.1936 

.00238 

1 

391 

1.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

a 

9 

.  19J6 

.1040 

.08961 

1 

392 

43.56  ** 

Typing  S,  Word  Processing  1984 

•1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  ; 

=  White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1099 

.1091 

.00083 

1 

359 

0.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1091 

.1063 

.00277 

1 

360 

1.12 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  - 

1986  Junioi 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1434 

.1356 

.00777 

1 

221 

2.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1356 

.0806 

.05503 

1 

222 

14.13  ** 

Typing  i  Uord  Processing  1985 

-1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Nonwhi te)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1025 

.0974 

.00509 

1 

221 

1.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0974 

.0306 

.01687 

1 

222 

4.15 

Typing  i  Word  Processing  1984  • 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1909 

.1843 

.00661 

1 

216 

1.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1843 

.1364 

.04789 

1 

217 

12.74  •* 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

-  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2039 

.1997 

.00425 

1 

311 

1.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1997 

.1326 

.06708 

1 

312 

26.15  ** 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1984  - 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2911 

•  2B22 

.00890 

1 

239 

3.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2822 

.1454 

.13681 

1 

240 

45.74  ** 

Account ing/Dookkceping  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1566 

.1525 

.00403 

1 

185 

0.88 

Intercept  Diffeier.ces  for  Sex 

0 

9 

.’525 

.0947 

.05781 

1 

186 

12.69  ** 

Accountmg/bookkccpir.g  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1835 

.1807 

.00284 

1 

247 

C.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1807 

.1140 

.06664 

1 

246 

20.17  ** 

Hone  Economics  1980  -  1985 

freshmen  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope-  Differences  tor  Sex 

7 

8 

.  2601 

.2600 

.00005 

1 

547 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2600 

.1979 

.06220 

1 

548 

46.06  ** 
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Table  D-6.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df)  d?2  F 


Home  Economics 

1984-1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  Whi te  &  8 lack) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2509 

.2492 

.00165 

1 

519 

1.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2492 

.1836 

.06559 

1 

520 

45.43** 

Nome  Economics  1985  -  1986 

freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

■  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1943 

.1896 

. 00  ,67 

1 

312 

1.81 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1896 

.1104 

.07917 

1 

313 

30.58 

•  • 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986 

F  r  c-shmen 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1149 

.1149 

.00000 

1 

312 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1149 

.1104 

.00445 

1 

313 

1.57 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1882 

.1879 

.00025 

1 

321 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1879 

.1170 

.07091 

1 

322 

28.12 

** 

Home  Economics 

1984-1985  Sophomore 

(Ethntci ty 

=  White  &  Nunwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1608 

.1524 

.00837 

1 

321 

3.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1524 

.1170 

.03535 

1 

322 

13.43** 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

i  (Ethnici  ty  not  tested'. 

Slope  Differences  for  sex 

7 

6 

.1382 

.1873 

.C0C90 

1 

394 

0.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

e 

9 

.1873 

.1035 

.08402 

1 

395 

40.84 

ft* 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1107 

.1046 

.00601 

1 

394 

2.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ii 

12 

.1046 

.1033 

.00134 

1 

395 

0.59 

Home  Economics 

1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1779 

.1777 

.00017 

1 

279 

0.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1777 

.1322 

.04551 

1 

280 

15.50 

ft* 

Home  Economics 

1984-1985 

Junior  (Ethnicity  * 

White  &  Monwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1381 

.1341 

.00399 

1 

279 

1  .29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1341 

.1322 

.00186 

1 

280 

0.60 

Home  Economics 

1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2143 

.2143 

. O0C06 

1 

358 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2143 

.0702 

.14412 

1 

359 

65.85 

*  ft 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  * 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0757 

.0740 

.00173 

1 

358 

0.67 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0740 

.0702 

.00381 

1 

359 

1.48 

Home  Economics 

1954  -  1905  Senior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  rested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1566 

.1564 

.0002' 

1 

318 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1564 

.0974 

.05904 

1 

319 

22.33 

ft* 
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Table  0-6.  (Concluded) 


F-Test  Comparison 

Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

r2 

Full  Restricted 

R2Change 

df  i 

df2 

F 

Home  Economics  1984-' 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1038 

.0979 

.00595 

1 

318 

2.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0979 

.0974 

.00049 

1 

319 

0.17 

Computer  Programming  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

■  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2343 

.2288 

.00557 

1 

227 

1.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2288 

.1251 

.10371 

1 

228 

30.66  ** 

Computer  Programming  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2786 

.2780 

.00060 

1 

240 

0.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2780 

.2292 

.04878 

1 

241 

16.28  ** 

Computer  Programming  1905 

•  1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2909 

.2908 

.00014 

1 

157 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2908 

.1578 

.13301 

1 

158 

29.63  ** 

Computer  Programming  1984 

•  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Siope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1753 

.1736 

.00171 

1 

152 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1736 

.1705 

.00307 

1 

153 

0.57 

*  P  <  .01. 
«•  P  <  .001. 
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Table  0-7.  f-Tests  or  Significance  for  Health,  Soc  Tech  Composite 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

English  1  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2428 

.2411 

.00175 

2 

2,422 

2.80 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2411 

.2365 

.00458 

2 

2,424 

7.32  ** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.2411 

.2372 

.00389 

3 

2,424 

4.14  * 

English  1  -  IV  1985  - 

1936  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.1887 

.1870 

.00172 

2 

1,989 

2.11 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1870 

.1842 

.00279 

2 

1,991 

3.41 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1763 

.1757 

.00062 

1 

1,997 

1.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1757 

.1274 

.04830 

1 

1 ,998 

1 '7.07  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1337 

.1298 

.00394 

2 

1,995 

4.53 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1298 

.1274 

.0023/ 

2 

1,997 

2.72 

English  1  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnic l ty 

=  White 

,  Black  8 

H i spanic ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethm c i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2480 

.2478 

.00022 

2 

2,296 

0.34 

Sex  a  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2478 

.2466 

.00113 

2 

2,298 

1.73 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.2460 

.2364 

.00954 

1 

2,304 

29.14  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1669 

.1665 

.00037 

2 

2,302 

0.51 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1665 

.1650 

.00153 

2 

2,304 

2.11 

English  I  •  IV  1985  - 

1986  $ept'c*T'cre 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni  c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2318 

.2307 

.00116 

2 

1,942 

1 .46 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2307 

.2300 

.00071 

2 

1,944 

0.90 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2245 

.2143 

.01019 

1 

1,950 

25.63  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1451 

.1449 

.00022 

2 

1,948 

0.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1449 

.1359 

.00897 

2 

1,950 

10.23  ** 

English  1  -  IV  1984 

•  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2285 

.2283 

.00021 

2 

1,721 

0.24 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2283 

.2280 

.00028 

2 

1,723 

0.31 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2265 

.2177 

.00879 

1 

1,729 

19.64  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1181 

.1179 

.00023 

2 

1,727 

0.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1179 

.1159 

.00197 

2 

1,729 

1.93 

English  I  -  IV  1985 

■  1986  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White 

6  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2008 

.2006 

.00028 

1 

1,258 

0.43 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2006 

.2005 

.00002 

1 

1,259 

0.02 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2004 

.1916 

.00888 

1 

1,262 

14.02  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0858 

.0855 

.00031 

1 

1,262 

0.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0855 

.0853 

.00020 

1 

1,263 

0.28 

English  I  -  IV  1984 

-  1935  Senior 

(Ethnic l ty 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H i spanic ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic l ty) 

1 

2 

.1935 

.1929 

.00058 

2 

1,275 

0.46 

Sex  S.  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1929 

.  1918 

.00117 

2 

1,277 

0.93 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1834 

.1776 

.00581 

1 

1,283 

9.13  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1776 

.1343 

.04332 

1 

1,284 

67.64  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1389 

.1345 

.00435 

2 

1,281 

3.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1346 

.1343 

.00026 

2 

1,283 

0.20 
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Table  D-7.  (Continued) 


Compari son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison  full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df)  df2  F 


General  Moth  1984  - 

1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

Black  &  1 

Hispanic) 

3-woy  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.0715 

.0706 

.00088 

2 

1,167 

0.55 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0706 

.0670 

.00367 

2 

1,169 

2.’’1 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0637 

.0632 

.OC051 

1 

1,175 

0.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

-G632 

.0507 

.01241 

1 

1,176 

15.57 

Slope  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0546 

.0536 

.00101 

2 

1,173 

0.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0536 

.0507 

.00289 

2 

1,175 

1.79 

General  Math  1985  • 

1986 

F  rtshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Intei action  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.0349 

.0349 

.00008 

1 

549 

0.05 

Sex  &  Ethnic  ty  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0349 

.0326 

.00226 

1 

550 

1.29 

Slope  Di  ff  .Tet, res  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0276 

.0265 

.00112 

1 

553 

0.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0265 

.0185 

.00796 

1 

554 

4.53 

Slope  Differences  lor  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0241 

.0199 

.00417 

1 

553 

2.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0199 

.0185 

.0014? 

1 

554 

0.80 

General  Math  1984  - 

1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White. 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  <ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.0826 

.0809 

.00173 

2 

736 

0.70 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Tcst 

2 

3 

.0809 

.0750 

.00584 

2 

738 

2.35 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

,0610 

.0598 

.00121 

1 

744 

0.96 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0598 

.0536 

.00619 

1 

745 

4.90 

Slope  Difference:*  fui  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0674 

.0646 

.00283 

2 

742 

1.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0645 

.0536 

.01096 

2 

744 

4.36 

General  Math  1985  - 

1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

■  =  White 

&  Blark) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1142 

.1048 

.00944 

1 

305 

3.25 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1048 

.1030 

.00177 

1 

306 

0.60 

Slope  Differences  fer  rex 

7 

8 

.0904 

.0904 

.00005 

1 

309 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0904 

.0483 

.04208 

1 

310 

14.34 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0611 

.0602 

.00088 

1 

309 

0.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0602 

.0483 

.01193 

1 

310 

3.94 

General  Moth  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-uay  interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.0714 

.0714 

.00004 

1 

266 

0.01 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0714 

.0709 

.00044 

1 

267 

0.13 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0689 

.0650 

.00389 

1 

270 

1.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0650 

.0315 

.03349 

1 

271 

9.71 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0337 

.0330 

.00070 

1 

270 

0.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0330 

.0315 

.00152 

1 

271 

0.42 

General  Math  1985  ■  1986  Jun 

ior  (E  thmc  i  ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1223 

.1187 

.00354 

1 

222 

0.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1187 

.0791 

.03960 

1 

223 

10.02 

General  Math  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  -  Vhite  &  Black)  (Sex  n 

ot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.100/ 

.0977 

.00304 

1 

195 

0.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0976 

.0963 

.00130 

1 

196 

0.28 

493 


Table  p-7.  (Continued) 


Caparison 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Ful  l 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

General  Hath  1964  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0988 

.0894 

.00935 

1 

230 

2.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0894 

.0878 

.00167 

1 

231 

0.42 

General  Math  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1217 

.1196 

.00207 

1 

203 

0.48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1196 

.1038 

.01576 

1 

204 

3.65 

Algebra  1984 

■  1985  freshmen 

(Ethnic' ty  = 

White  & 

Nonwhi te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty)  1 

2 

.1817 

.  1 749 

.00677 

1 

1,180 

9.77  * 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1749 

.1749 

.00000 

1 

1 . 181 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1723 

.1696 

.00265 

1 

1,184 

3.79 

Intercept  Differences  tor  Sex 

8 

9 

.1696 

.1127 

.05692 

1 

1,185 

81.23  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1198 

.1146 

.00521 

1 

1,184 

7.01  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1146 

.1127 

.00185 

1 

1,185 

2.48 

Algebra  1985 

•  1 988  f  i  esh'  iei • 

(Ethnicity  = 

■  White  & 

Nonwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty)  1 

2 

.1887 

.1886 

.00001 

1 

708 

0.01 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1886 

.  1P77 

.00099 

1 

709 

0.86 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1333 

.1830 

.UJ032 

1 

712 

0.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

V 

.  1630 

.1254 

.u576u 

1 

713 

50.27  -* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 , 

.1310 

.1292 

.00185 

1 

712 

1.51 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1292 

.1254 

.00379 

1 

713 

3.  ID 

Algebra  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  unite 

S  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni ci ty)  1 

2 

.1164 

.1160 

.00038 

1 

8) 

0.37 

Sex  &  Etnnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1160 

.1106 

.00541 

1 

872 

5.34 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1095 

.1052 

.00433 

1 

875 

4.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1052 

.0692 

.03603 

1 

876 

35.27  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Etnnicity 

10 

11 

.0695 

.0693 

.00019 

1 

875 

0.18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0693 

.0692 

.00011 

1 

876 

0.11 

Algebra  1985 

-  1988  Sophomore 

(Ethni  ci  ty 

=  Whit 

&  Nonuhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty)  1 

2 

.1298 

.1298 

.00101 

1 

617 

0.01 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1298 

.1279 

.00185 

1 

618 

1.32 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1219 

.1191 

.00279 

1 

621 

1.9/ 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1191 

.0932 

.02590 

1 

622 

18.29  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0974 

.0960 

.00139 

1 

621 

D.96 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0960 

.0932 

.00274 

1 

622 

1.88 

Algebra  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  a 

.  Black) 

3 -way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*ethn i c i ty)  1 

2 

.1685 

.1658 

.00266 

1 

489 

1.57 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1658 

.  1648 

. 00099 

1 

490 

0.58 

Slope  Differences  for  Sev 

7 

8 

.1517 

.1500 

.00162 

1 

493 

0.94 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

r,- 

.1500 

.  1030 

.04703 

1 

494 

27.34  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1128 

.1062 

.00659 

1 

493 

3.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1062 

.1030 

.00323 

1 

494 

1.79 

494 


Table  D-7.  (Conti rued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df)  df2  F 


Algebra  198S  -  1988  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Siope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1165 

.1048 

.01178 

1 

273 

3.64 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1048 

.0898 

.C 1496 

1 

274 

4.58 

Algebra  1985  • 

■  1986  Junior  (Ethnic 

i  Ty  - 

'thit**  Nor.white) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici ty 

10 

ii 

.1006 

.0951 

.00553 

1 

273 

1.68 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0951 

.  OP  98 

.00529 

1 

274 

1 .60 

A.gebra  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnic 

ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1249 

.1076 

.01731 

1 

265 

5.24 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1076 

.0573 

.05032 

1 

266 

15.00 

** 

Algebra  1984 

■  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  : 

White  &  Nonwhi te) 

(Sex  not  t 

ested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici ty 

10 

11 

.0803 

.0598 

.0^046 

1 

265 

5.90 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnic i ty 

11 

12 

.0598 

.0573 

.00254 

1 

266 

0.72 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

3 

.2221 

.2221 

.00001 

1 

511 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2221 

.2026 

.01948 

1 

512 

12.82 

** 

ueometry  1985  -  198o  freshmen  ictnmcity  =  white,  Slack  a  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici ty 

10 

11 

.2078 

.2041 

.00376 

2 

509 

1.21 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2041 

.2026 

.00150 

2 

511 

D.48 

Geometry  1984  • 

1985  Sophomore  (cth, 

icity  net  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2382 

.2369 

.00131 

1 

561 

0.96 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2369 

.2126 

.02428 

1 

562 

17.88 

*  * 

Geometry  1984  •  1985  Sophcmore  'Ethnici 

ty  = 

White,  Black  &  H.. 

oanic)  (Sex 

.  not  tested! 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11 

.2223 

.2172 

.00516 

2 

559 

1.55 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2172 

2126 

.00458 

2 

561 

1.64 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986  sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

r 

8 

.2607 

.2604 

.00027 

1 

410 

0.1a 

Intercept  D'f'erences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2604 

.2150 

.04542 

1 

411 

25.24 

*« 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  6ldCK)  (S»x  not 

tested! 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11 

.21  60 

.2312 

.01488 

1 

371 

7.32 

* 

Geometry  1984 

•  ’985  Junior  (Ethnicity 

nor  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2359 

.2314 

.00450 

1 

305 

1 .80 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2314 

.1906 

.04075 

1 

306 

16.22 

*• 

Geometry  1984 

-  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Nonwhitc)  (Sex  not 

te- ted) 

Stope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11 

.1966 

.1951 

.00152 

1 

305 

0.58 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1951 

.1906 

.00452 

1 

356 

1.72 

4  9  b 


Tabic  0-7.  c Continued) 


Comparison  R^ 


-T*fit  Comparison 

Full 

Restr icted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  i 

df2 

F 

Geometry  1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

lop*  Differences  for  Sen 

7 

8 

.2504 

.2494 

.00097 

1 

123 

0.16 

ntereept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2494 

.2130 

.03638 

1 

124 

6.01 

Geometry  1985  •  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhi te) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

tope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3019 

.2585 

.04344 

1 

123 

7.65 

• 

Geometry  1984  •  1965 

Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

lope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2385 

.2363 

.00015 

1 

107 

0.02 

ntereept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2383 

.2376 

.00077 

1 

1C8 

0.11 

Geometry  1984  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Ronwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

lope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2465 

.2446 

.00194 

1 

107 

0.28 

ntereept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2446 

.2376 

.00700 

1 

108 

1.00 

Calculus  1985  •  1986 

Junior  (Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

,pe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0546 

.0541 

.00047 

1 

147 

0.07 

ntetccpt  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0541 

.0541 

.00004 

1 

148 

0.01 

General  Science  1984 

-  1983  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  Wh;tc,  Black;  &  Hi 

spanic) 

•way  Interaction  test  (*SVAB*sex*ethni  r.  i  t  y ) 

1 

2 

.2309 

.2268 

.00413 

2 

1,956 

5.25 

« 

«>  t  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

5 

.2268 

.2190 

.00771 

2 

1.958 

9.77 

*  # 

onyistcm  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.2268 

.2261 

.00061 

3 

1,958 

0.51 

General  Science  1985  •  1986  F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  r.oi 

:  tested) 

lope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1194 

.1173 

.00209 

1 

274 

0.65 

nerccpt  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1173 

.1062 

.01112 

r 

275 

3.46 

General  Science  1985  • 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  - 

While  £  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

lope  Differences  for  E.thnicity 

10 

11 

.1261 

.1052 

.02093 

1 

240 

5.7S 

nietcepi  Di'.ercr^es  for  Cthmcity 

11 

12 

.1052 

.1049 

.00034 

1 

241 

0.09 

General  Science  1984 

•  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  5  White  S 

Nonwh  i  te) 

•wiy  Inti  f  OC  •  iw.  test  f  ASVAB*scx*ethr  :r  j  t  y) 

1 

2 

.2370 

.2561 

.00093 

1 

341 

0.42 

l«  t  ll.'.riicity  Interaction  let 

2 

3 

.2360 

.2256 

.01039 

1 

342 

4.65 

tope  L  '  < f"t cr^es  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2060 

.2041 

.00198 

1 

345 

0.86 

tter.ejt  0  i  f  f  ci  erect  tor  Sex 

8 

9 

.2041 

.1529 

.05113 

1 

346 

22.23 

** 

otX!  Difference*  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1795 

.1739 

.00563 

1 

345 

2.37 

Meiicpi  DlfftiliK.es  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1739 

.1529 

.02093 

1 

346 

8.77 

* 

Gcricral  Sc  i  enr  c  1965  -  19 

65  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

lof*.-  Difference!,  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1343 

.’339 

.00042 

1 

183 

0.09 

'iter  repi  Dfffeicriees  for  sex 

6 

9 

.1339 

.0987 

.03520 

1 

184 

7.48 

* 

General  Science  1965  • 

1986  Sophomoi 

i  e  (Ethnic i ty  = 

White  a  Block)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

i ope  0 1 ' .  1 1  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1 60S 

.1555 

.00480 

1 

158 

0.90 

vcrcci  1  for  Ethnicity 

1  l 

12 

.1555 

.1234 

.03209 

1 

159 

6.04 

490 


Comparison 

R2 

F  -  Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^Change  d  f  i 

df2 

F 

General  Science  1984  -  198? 

Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0910 

.0829 

.00811 

1 

174 

1.55 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0829 

.0555 

.02746 

1 

175 

5.24 

General  Science  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  - 

White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1223 

.1205 

.00181 

1 

149 

0.31 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1205 

.0679 

.05261 

1 

150 

8.97 

* 

General  Science  1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2053 

.2046 

.00064 

1 

258 

0.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2046 

.1775 

.02710 

1 

259 

8.82 

* 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1832 

.1782 

.00494 

1 

258 

1.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1782 

.1775 

.00069 

1 

259 

0.22 

General  Science  1984  -  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1082 

.1079 

.00027 

1 

182 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1079 

.0806 

.02734 

1 

163 

5.61 

Biology  I  •  11  1984  -  1985 

F  rcjh.-r.cn 

(Ethnicity  no 

t  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

*? 

/ 

8 

.2474 

.2471 

.00021 

1 

2  v? 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2471 

.2172 

.02991 

1 

300 

11.92 

** 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White  i  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2209 

.2172 

.00371 

1 

299 

1.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2172 

.2172 

.00000 

1 

300 

0.00 

Biology  I  •  11  1985  • 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnic i 

ty  =  Whi te 

&  Black) 

3-way  I  nteract i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.1819 

.1818 

.00005 

1 

1,119 

0.07 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1818 

.1817 

. COO 1 3 

1 

1,120 

0.17 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1801 

.1801 

.01000 

1 

1,123 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1801 

.1366 

.0.348 

1 

1,124 

59.60 

*  * 

SUpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1376 

.1374 

00020 

1 

1,123 

0.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1374 

.1366 

.00081 

1 

1,124 

1.05 

Biology  I  -  1!  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

,  Black  & 

H i spani c) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2268 

.2265 

.00028 

2 

1,371 

0.24 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2265 

.2216 

.00489 

2 

1,373 

4.34 

Slope  Differences  for  c  ,-x 

7 

8 

.1938 

.1895 

.00433 

1 

1,379 

7.40 

* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1895 

.1603 

.0292? 

1 

1,380 

49.75 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1806 

.1772 

.00344 

2 

1,377 

2.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1772 

.1603 

.01691 

2 

1,3/9 

14.17 

A* 

Biology  I  -  11  1965  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2122 

.1998 

.01236 

1 

335 

5.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1998 

.1308 

.06905 

1 

336 

28.99 

*  * 

7 


Table  0-7.  (Continued 


f-lest  Comparison 

Comparison 

full  Restricted 

r* 

Full  Restricted 

P.^Change 

df  i 

df2 

F 

Biology  1  -  I  1  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic)  l 

[Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1336 

.1315 

.00202 

2 

333 

0.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1315 

.1308 

.00078 

2 

335 

0.15 

] 

Biology  1 

-  II  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity 

=  White  & 

Honwhi te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty)  1 

2 

.2368 

.2357 

.00108 

1 

397 

0.56 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2357 

.2357 

.00000 

1 

398 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

e 

.2247 

.2212 

.00356 

1 

401 

1.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2212 

.1736 

.04  758 

1 

402 

24.56 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.1866 

.1846 

.00202 

1 

401 

1.C0 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

'.1 

12 

.1846 

.1736 

.01102 

1 

402 

5.43 

Bioloty  I  -  11 

1985  -  1986  Junior  i 

[Ethnic i ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2918 

.2811 

.01073 

1 

147 

2.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2811 

.2127 

.06839 

1 

148 

14.03 

Biology  1-11 

1984  -  1985  Senior  i 

[Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Different  -s  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3506 

.3482 

.00241 

1 

195 

0.72 

Intercept  D  fferences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3482 

.2986 

.04962 

1 

196 

14.92 

**r 

Biology  I  ■  ! 

!  1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Bio: 

:k)  (Sex  no 

t  test'd) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3462 

.3458 

.00041 

1 

176 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.3458 

.3067 

.03°02 

1 

17? 

10.56 

* 

Chemistry  I  •  II 

1985  -  1986  freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1858 

.1788 

.00703 

1 

128 

1.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1788 

.1331 

.04568 

1 

129 

7.18 

* 

Chemistry  I  -  II  1984  -  1985  Scphcxoore 

(Ethni r i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1010 

.1000 

.00103 

1 

168 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1000 

.0603 

.03971 

1 

169 

7.46 

* 

Chemistry  1  •  II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethni c i ty  not 

tnstea) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1223 

.1137 

.00861 

1 

430 

4.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1137 

.0546 

.05908 

1 

431 

28.73 

w* 

Chemistry  I  •  1! 

1984  •  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1961 

.1946 

.00147 

1 

426 

0.78 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex. 

8 

9 

.1946 

.1224 

.07224 

1 

427 

3B.30 

*  V 

Chemistry  I  -  11  1984  •  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1429 

.1388 

.00408 

1 

426 

2.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1388 

.1224 

.01640 

1 

427 

8.13 

* 

Chemistry  1  •  II 

1985  -  1966  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.16/2 

.1562 

.01096 

1 

'37 

1.80 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1562 

.074  7 

.08148 

1 

138 

13.33 

*  * 

498 

Table  D-7.  (Continued) 


Comparison  R2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R2Change 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

Chemistry  I  -  1 I  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Wonwhite)  (Sc-x 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0884 

.0884 

.00004 

1 

137 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0884 

.0747 

.01367 

1 

138 

2.07 

Chemistry  I  -  1 1  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnic i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

,1799 

.1781 

.00174 

1 

156 

0.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1781 

.1759 

.00225 

1 

157 

0.43 

Chemistry  1  •  1 1  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  4  Wonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2129 

.1810 

.03190 

1 

156 

6.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1810 

.1759 

.00506 

1 

157 

0.97 

Physics  I  -  I 1  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1174 

.1127 

.00474 

1 

232 

1.25 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

,1127 

.0618 

.05093 

1 

233 

13.37 

** 

Physics  1  -  II  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.1842 

.1842 

.00002 

1 

166 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1842 

.1130 

.07116 

1 

167 

14.57 

•  • 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2568 

.2517 

.00508 

1 

344 

2.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2517 

.2321 

.01961 

1 

345 

9.04 

* 

Government  &  Civics  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1312 

.1247 

.00654 

1 

155 

1.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1247 

.0796 

.04514 

1 

156 

8.05 

* 

Government  4  Civics  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1343 

.1232 

•  OHIO 

1 

417 

5.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

V 

.1232 

.0832 

.03998 

1 

418 

19.06 

*  * 

Government  &  Civics  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White  4  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1115 

.1110 

.00051 

1 

388 

0.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1110 

.0888 

.02224 

1 

389 

9.73 

* 

Government  4  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2359 

.2290 

.00606 

1 

456 

3.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2298 

.1903 

.03949 

1 

457 

23.43 

** 

Government  &  Civics  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Wonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1964 

.195? 

.00125 

1 

456 

0.71 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1952 

.1903 

.00485 

1 

457 

2.75 

I 
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Table  D-7.  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R2Change 

df  i 

df2 

F 

Government  &  Civics  1985 

-  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2529 

.2518 

.00102 

1 

707 

0.97 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2518 

.2515 

.00032 

1 

708 

0.30 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2420 

.2325 

.00952 

1 

711 

8.93 

• 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2325 

.1830 

.04948 

1 

712 

45.90 

ft* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1905 

.1889 

.00158 

1 

711 

1.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1889 

.1830 

.00588 

1 

712 

5.16 

Goverrxnent  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*,ethrici ty) 

1 

2 

.2433 

.2429 

.00040 

1 

602 

0.32 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2429 

.2423 

.00052 

1 

603 

0.42 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2305 

.2300 

.00047 

1 

606 

0.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2300 

.2063 

.02368 

1 

607 

18.67 

•  • 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2183 

.2174 

.00091 

1 

606 

0.70 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2174 

.2063 

.01107 

1 

607 

8.58 

ft 

History  198'  •  1985 

freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2689 

.2682 

.00067 

2 

1,319 

0.60 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2682 

.2661 

.00207 

2 

1,321 

1.87 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2636 

.2629 

.00077 

1 

1,327 

1.39 

Interrept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2629 

.2130 

.04986 

1 

1,326 

89.83 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2198 

.2157 

.00405 

2 

1,325 

3.44 

Intercept  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2157 

.2130 

.00272 

2 

1,327 

2.3C 

History  1985  -  1986 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  j 

,  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2422 

.2422 

.00004 

1 

1,343 

0.07 

Sex  l  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2422 

.2418 

.0004? 

1 

1,344 

0.74 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2412 

.2405 

•0C~70 

1 

1,347 

1.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2405 

.2193 

.02114 

1 

1,348 

37.51 

ft* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2199 

.2194 

.00047 

1 

1,347 

0.81 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2194 

.2193 

.00006 

1 

1,348 

0.10 

History  1984  -  1985 

Sophcmore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*cthni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2429 

.2428 

. 00014 

1 

1,430 

0.26 

Sex  ?,  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2428 

.2415 

.00125 

1 

1,431 

2.36 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2403 

.2398 

.00052 

1 

1,434 

0.97 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2398 

.2055 

.03430 

1 

1,435 

64.74 

ft* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2075 

.2074 

.00004 

1 

1,434 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2074 

.2055 

.00191 

1 

1,435 

3.45 

History  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB‘sex*ethni  c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2067 

.2062 

.00041 

2 

1,465 

0.38 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Tc‘ t 

2 

3 

.2062 

.2008 

.00547 

2 

1,467 

5.06 

ft 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.1899 

.1661 

.00381 

1 

1,473 

6.94 

ft 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1861 

.1336 

.05248 

1 

1,474 

95.05 

ft* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1490 

.1428 

.00621 

2 

1,471 

5.37 

ft 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1428 

.1336 

.00916 

2 

1,473 

7.89 

ft  ft 
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Table  0-7.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

History  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test 

(ASVA8*sex*ethmcity)  1 

2 

.2683 

.2679 

.00043 

1 

1,102 

0.65 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2679 

.2672 

.00069 

1 

1,103 

1.04 

Slope  Difference:  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2657 

.2635 

.00221 

1 

1,106 

3.33 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2635 

.2098 

.05372 

1 

1,107 

80.74 

** 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2127 

.2126 

.0000 

1 

1,106 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2127 

.2098 

.00287 

1 

1,107 

4.03 

History  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2017 

.1904 

.01133 

1 

4t8 

6.07 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1904 

.1352 

.05517 

1 

429 

29.23 

•  * 

History  1985 

-  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

Uhi  te  &  black) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10 

11 

.1367 

.1359 

.00076 

1 

409 

0.36 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1359 

.1311 

.00482 

1 

410 

2.29 

History  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  net 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.3101 

.3041 

.00603 

1 

423 

3.70 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.30^-1 

.2846 

.01949 

1 

424 

11.88 

** 

History  1984 

•  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  black) 

(Sex  not  t 

csted) 

Slope  Di  ffercrtces  for 

Ethnici  ty 

1C 

11 

.3358 

.3302 

.00559 

1 

402 

3.38 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3302 

.3053 

.02485 

1 

403 

14.95 

«* 

foreign  Language  1984 

-  1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2334 

.2327 

.00075 

1 

1,012 

0.99 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

o 

9 

.2327 

.1600 

.07271 

1 

1,013 

95.99 

*  + 

Foreign  language  1984  • 

1985  freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

Whi  te,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Mope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10 

11 

.1/77 

.1759 

.00179 

2 

1,010 

1.10 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici ty 

11 

12 

.1759 

.1600 

.01594 

2 

1,012 

9.79 

Wk 

Foreign  Language  19S5 

-  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnici 

ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1610 

.1568 

.00414 

1 

797 

3.94 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1568 

.0978 

.05905 

1 

798 

55.89 

«• 

foreign  Language  1985  • 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  - 

White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10 

11 

.1121 

.1037 

.00839 

2 

795 

3.76 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1037 

.0978 

.00590 

2 

797 

2.62 

Foreign  Language  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnici  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2016 

.1973 

.00430 

1 

892 

4.81 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1973 

.0924 

.10491 

1 

893 

116.72 

*  * 

Forei 

gn  language  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  ! 

White,  Black 

&  Hispanic) 

'  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10 

11 

.1080 

.1015 

.00651 

? 

890 

3.25 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethni c  i  ty 

1 1 

12 

.1015 

.  0924 

.00910 

2 

892 

4.52 
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Table  D-7.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R 

^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

foreign  Language  1985  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnic i 

ty  =  Uhite 

i  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1555 

.1551 

.00048 

f 

604 

0.35 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1551 

.1551 

.00000 

1 

605 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1419 

.1400 

.00191 

1 

608 

1.35 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1400 

.0658 

.07426 

1 

609 

52.58 

«» 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0763 

.0763 

.00002 

1 

608 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0763 

.0658 

.01055 

1 

609 

6.96 

* 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2032 

.2022 

.00101 

1 

480 

0.61 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2022 

.1019 

.10027 

1 

481 

60.46 

«* 

Foreign  language  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  Uhite, 

Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  t c: 

sted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1233 

.1219 

.00134 

2 

478 

0.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1219 

.1019 

.01999 

2 

480 

5.46 

* 

Foreign  Language  1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnic i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sox 

7 

8 

.1931 

.1873 

.00580 

1 

247 

1.78 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1873 

.1167 

.07062 

1 

248 

21.55 

*  * 

Foreign  Language  1985  -  1986 

i  junior 

(Ethnicity  =  Uhite  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0843 

.0729 

.01143 

1 

205 

2.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0729 

.0709 

.00202 

1 

206 

0.45 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1983 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1533 

.1530 

.00033 

1 

224 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1530 

.1222 

.03077 

1 

225 

8.17 

* 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985 

i  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  Uhite  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0726 

.0702 

.00240 

1 

185 

0.48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0702 

.0655 

.00471 

1 

186 

0.94 

Secretary  &  Office  Education  1985 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  «  Uhite 

&  Nonwhi tc) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1148 

.1140 

.00083 

1 

215 

0.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1140 

.1139 

.00011 

1 

216 

0.03 

Secretary  &  Office  Education  '984 

-  1985 

Senior  (F.thnicity  =  Uhite 

&  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0999 

.0913 

.00861 

1 

220 

2.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0913 

.0851 

.00628 

1 

221 

1.53 

Typing  &  Uoi d  Processing  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2270 

.2255 

.00155 

i 

507 

1.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2255 

.2051 

.02039 

1 

508 

13.37 

*  * 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984-1vc3  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

=  Uhite,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2093 

.2036 

.00373 

2 

505 

1.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2056 

.2051 

.00053 

2 

507 

0.17 
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Table  P-7.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


r2 


F-Te$t  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  dfi  df2 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  •  1986  Freshmen 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8 


(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

8  .1797  .1792 

9  .1792  .1358 


.00058  1  492 

.04339  1  493 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Freshmen 
Slope  D i fferences  for  Ethnicity  10 

intercept  Differt  ces  for  Ethnicity  11 


(Ethnicity  =  Uhite  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

11  .1370  .1326  .00444 

12  .1326  .1280  .00455 


tested) 

1 

1 


445 

446 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

7  8  .1839  .1876 

8  9  .1876  .1282 


.00130  1  631 

.05943  1  632 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Sophomore 


(Ethnicity  =  Uhite,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


10 

11 


11  .1313  .1292  .00213  2  629 

12  .1292  .1282  .00104  2  631 


Typing  &  Uord  Processing  1985  •  1986  Sophomore 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8 


(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

8  .1651  .1550 

9  .1550  .1329 


.01003  1 

.02213  1 


405 

406 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Soohomore 
Slope  Di fferencc,  fur  Ethnicity  10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11 


(Ethnicity  *  Uhite  S  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

11  .1277  .1269  .00072  1 

12  .1269  .1254  .001S7  1 


374 

375 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  •  1985  Junior 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8 


(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

8  .2247  .2199 

9  .2199  .1265 


.00481  1 
.09336  1 


391 

392 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1350  .1347  .00036  1 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  ii  12  .’3W  1 


359 

360 


Typing  &  Uord  Processing  1985 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

7  8  .1574  .1525 

8  9  .1525  .0925 


.00492  1  221 

.06002  1  222 


Typing  &  Uord  Processing  1985-1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White  &  Nonuhite) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1188  .1046 

.01416  1 

221 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1046  .0925 

.01214  1 

222 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1765  .1757 

.00073  1 

216 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1757  .1354 

.04035  1 

217 

Account i ng/Bookkeeping  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2022  .1952 

.00696  1 

311 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

e 

9 

.1952  .1268 

.06843  1 

312 

F 


0.35 
26.06  ** 


2.29 

2.34 


1.01 

46.23  ** 


0.77 

C.38 


4.86 
10.63  * 


0.31 

0.67 


2.43 

46.91  ** 


0.15 

2.02 


1.29 

15.72  ** 


3.55 

3.01 


0.19 
10.62  * 


2.71 

26.53  ** 
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Table  D-7.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Tull  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df i  df2  F 


Account ing/Bookkeeping 

1984  - 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2763 

.2720 

.00437  1 

239 

1.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2720 

.1126 

.12938  1 

240 

42.65  ** 

Account  '■  ng/Bookkeepi  ng 

1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnici  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1127 

.1061 

.00659  1 

185 

1.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1061 

.0551 

.05097  1 

186 

10.61  * 

Account ing/Bookkeeping 

1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1788 

.1786 

.00024  1 

247 

0.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1786 

.1218 

.05682  1 

248 

17.16  ** 

Home  Economics  1984 

-  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not 

:  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2134 

.2128 

.00061  1 

547 

0.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2128 

.1550 

.05781  1 

548 

40.24  ** 

Home  Economics  1984-1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  -  White  4  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


10  11  .2177  .2162  .00150 

11  12  .2162  .1449  .07133 


1 

1 


519  1.00 

520  47.32** 


Home  Economics  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1837 

.1831 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1831 

.1044 

.00058  1  312  0.22 

.07871  1  315  30.16  ** 


Home  Economics  1985-1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12 


White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 
.1105  .1094 

.1094  .1044 


not  tested) 
.00107 
.00501 


1 

1 


312  0.37 

313  1.76 


Home  Economics  1984  -  1985  Sophomore 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8 


(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

8 

.2053 

.2053 

.00003 

1 

321  0.01 

9 

.2053 

.1269 

.07844 

1 

322  31.78  ** 

Home  Economics  1964-1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 


not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


10 

11 

.1664 

.1595 

.00692 

1 

11 

12 

.1595 

.1269 

.03263 

1 

321  2.67 

322  12.50** 


Home  Economics  1985 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

7  8  .1740 

8  9  .1727 


.1727  .00122  1  394  0.58 

.0957  .07699  1  395  36.76  «* 


Home  Economics 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1985-1986  Sophomore 


10 

11 


(Ethnic i ty 
11 
12 


White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 
.0975  .0971  .00037  1 

.0971  .0957  .00135  1 


394  0.16 

395  0.59 


Home 

Economics  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1468 

.1467 

.00009 

1 

intercept  Differences  for 

Sex 

8 

9 

.1467 

.1019 

.04476 

1 

27?  0.03 

260  14.69  ** 


504 


Table  0-7.  (Concluded) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted 


Full  Restricted  R^Change  df i  df2 


Home  economics  1984-1985  Junior  (Fthnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1060 

.1058 

.00013 

1 

279 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1058 

.1019 

.00392 

1 

280 

Home  Economics  1985  - 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1958 

.1958 

.00001 

1 

358 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1958 

.0563 

.13944 

1 

359 

Home  Economics  1985-1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnirity 

10 

11 

.0622 

.0606 

.00153 

1 

358 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0606 

.0563 

.004  30 

1 

359 

Home  Economics  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1693 

.1689 

.00039 

1 

318 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1689 

.1112 

.05768 

1 

31P 

Home  Economics  1984- 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1172 

.1120 

.00522 

1 

318 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1120 

.1’  12 

.00080 

1 

319 

Computer  Programming  1985  • 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2290 

.2290 

.00001 

1 

227 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2290 

.1254 

.10361 

1 

228 

Computer  Programming  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2620 

.2584 

.00359 

1 

240 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2584 

.2061 

.05230 

1 

241 

Computer  Programming  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnici  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3000 

.2997 

.00034 

1 

157 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2997 

.1497 

.15001 

1 

158 

Computer  Programing  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnici  ty 

not  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1484 

.1459 

.00248 

1 

15? 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1459 

.1458 

.00015 

1 

153 

F 


0.04 

1.25 


0.01 

62.24  ** 


0.58 

1.64 


0.15 

22.14  •* 


1.88 

0.29 


0.00 
30.64  ** 


1.17 
17.00  ** 


0.08 
33.84  *“ 


0.44 

0.03 


Table  D-8.  F-Tcsts  of  Significance  for  AFQT  Composite 


Cooper  i  son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^Change 

dft 

df2 

F 

English  I  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

,  Black  & 

H  i  spani c ) 

3-way  interaction  Test  (ASVAB'sex’ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2590 

.2580 

.00096 

2 

2,422 

1.57 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2580 

.2533 

.00472 

2 

2,424 

7.72  ** 

Consistent  Over  or  Ur.ier  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.2580 

.2554 

.00261 

3 

2,424 

2.84 

English  I  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnieity) 

1 

2 

.2114 

.2098 

.00167 

2 

1,989 

2.11 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2098 

.2072 

.00259 

2 

1,991 

3.26 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1995 

.1993 

.0002: 

1 

1,997 

0.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1993 

.1665 

.03273 

1 

1,998 

81.67  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1728 

.1677 

.00508 

2 

1,995 

6.12  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1677 

.1665 

.00119 

T 

1,997 

1.42 

English  I  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  <ASVAB*sex*elhnic  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2806 

.2805 

.00006 

2 

2,296 

0.10 

Sex  i,  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2«05 

.2789 

.00 164 

2 

2,298 

2.62 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2787 

.2724 

. C0635 

1 

2,304 

20.27  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2258 

.2255 

.00035 

2 

2,302 

C.52 

Intercept  Difference?  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2255 

.2248 

.00071 

2 

2,304 

1.06 

English  1  -  IV  1965  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  wnite 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici  ty) 

1 

2 

.2554 

.2539 

.00148 

2 

1,942 

1.93 

3ex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2539 

.2528 

.00111 

2 

1,944 

1.44 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2481 

.2407 

.00734 

1 

1,950 

19.03  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1923 

.1913 

.00107 

2 

1,948 

1.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1913 

.1856 

.00570 

2 

1,950 

6.87  * 

English  I  -  IV  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethmci  ty) 

1 

2 

.2603 

.2601 

.00019 

2 

1,721 

0.23 

Sex  i  Ethnic’ty  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2601 

.2597 

.00039 

2 

1,723 

0.45 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2573 

.2499 

.00741 

1 

1,729 

17.24  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1803 

.1792 

.00107 

2 

1,727 

1.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1792 

.1774 

.00177 

2 

1,729 

1.87 

English  !  -  IV  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB'sex^ethnic i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2279 

.2277 

.00013 

1 

1,258 

0.21 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2277 

.2277 

.00007 

1 

1,259 

0.11 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2276 

.2205 

.00709 

1 

1,262 

11.58  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1420 

.1420 

.00000 

1 

1,262 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1420 

.  1418 

.00015 

1 

1,263 

0.23 

English  I  •  IV  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(E  tiinic  i  ty 

=  White, 

Black  i 

Hi spanic) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVA8*sex*ethnic  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2117 

.2100 

.00168 

2 

1,275 

1.36 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2100 

.2092 

.00092 

2 

1,277 

0.66 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2012 

.1984 

.00285 

1 

1,283 

4.57 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1984 

.1720 

.02637 

1 

1,284 

42.23  '* 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1770 

.1721 

.00493 

2 

1 , 281 

3.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1721 

.1720 

.00010 

2 

1,263 

0.08 

Table  D-B.  (Continued) 


Compari son 


*2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

d  f  i 

df2 

F 

General  Math  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  4  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interact  ion  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

,0818 

.0811 

. 00072 

2 

1,167 

0.43 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

,0811 

.0773 

.00376 

2 

1,169 

2.39 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

,0750 

.0740 

.00099 

1 

1,175 

1.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0740 

.0659 

.00809 

1 

1,176 

10.28  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

,0689 

.0689 

.00002 

2 

1,173 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

,0689 

.0659 

.00295 

2 

1,175 

1.86 

General  Math  1985  - 

1986  Freshman 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White  8 

Slack) 

3-way  I nteract i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.0347 

.0347 

.00001 

1 

549 

0.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicit/  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0347 

.0325 

.00217 

1 

550 

1.24 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

0259 

.0223 

.00358 

1 

553 

2.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0223 

.0165 

.00583 

1 

554 

3.31 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0239 

.0174 

.00643 

1 

553 

3.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0174 

.0165 

.00096 

1 

554 

0.54 

General  Hath  1934  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  Whi te. 

Black  & 

H i spanic) 

3-way  Interact i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.0795 

.0782 

.00132 

2 

736 

0.53 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0782 

.0711 

.00703 

2 

738 

2.81 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0593 

.0590 

.00029 

1 

744 

0.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

s 

9 

.0590 

.0559 

.00306 

1 

745 

2.42 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0680 

.0653 

.00271 

2 

742 

1.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0653 

.0559 

.00935 

2 

744 

3.72 

General  Math  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  Whi te 

4  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.1072 

.1003 

.00683 

1 

305 

2.33 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1003 

.0979 

.00242 

1 

306 

0.82 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.0817 

.0813 

.00040 

1 

309 

0.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0813 

.0464 

.03484 

1 

310 

11.76  *’ 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0615 

.0602 

.00139 

1 

309 

0.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0602 

.0464 

.01373 

1 

310 

4.53 

General  Hath  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA3*scx*ethni c i t y ) 

1 

2 

.0590 

.0573 

.00178 

1 

266 

0.50 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0573 

.0572 

.00007  . 

1 

267 

0.02 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0519 

.0515 

.00139 

1 

270 

0.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0515 

.0269 

.02468 

1 

271 

7.05  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0302 

.0299 

.00026 

1 

270 

C.C7 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0299 

.0269 

.00306 

1 

271 

0.85 

General  Math  1965  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  te 

sted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1252 

.1236 

.00166 

1 

222 

0.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1236 

.0998 

.02379 

1 

223 

6.05 
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Table  D-8.  (Continued) 


Compari son 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Cnange 

df. 

df2 

F 

General  Math  1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1230 

.1186 

.00446 

1 

195 

0.99 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1186 

1165 

. 00208 

1 

196 

0.46 

General  Math  1934  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0643 

.0806 

.00368 

1 

230 

0.93 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0806 

.0804 

.00020 

1 

231 

0.05 

General  Math  1984  ■  1985 

>  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  B 

lack)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1204 

.1195 

.00084 

1 

203 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1195 

.0994 

.02016 

1 

204 

4.67 

Algebra  1984  -  '985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Nonwhi  te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (  ASVAB*sex*ethni  c  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.1995 

.1935 

.00607 

1 

1,180 

8.94  * 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1935 

.1934 

.00002 

1 

1,181 

0.02 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1899 

.1877 

.0022? 

1 

1, 184 

3.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1877 

.1503 

.03744 

1 

1,185 

54.63  •< 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1584 

.1540 

.00442 

1 

1,  184 

6.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1540 

.1503 

.00368 

1 

1,185 

5.15 

Algebra  1985  -  1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Nonwhi te) 

3-way  interaction  lest  ( ASVAH*sex*ethm c i t y) 

1 

2 

.201? 

.2016 

.0uuu2 

1 

?u8 

u.02 

Sex  it  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2016 

.1999 

.00173 

1 

709 

1.54 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1973 

.1972 

.00003 

1 

712 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1972 

.1595 

.03772 

1 

713 

33.50  »’ 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1618 

.1614 

.00034 

1 

712 

0.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1614 

.1595 

.00194 

1 

713 

1.65 

Algebra  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Nonwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1432 

.1432 

.00000 

1 

871 

o.co 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1432 

.1373 

.00589 

1 

872 

5.99 

Slope  Differences  for  Sov 

7 

8 

.1349 

.1325 

.00243 

1 

875 

2.45 

Intercept  Di f f erences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1325 

.1102 

.02227 

1 

876 

22.49 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1124 

.1112 

.00119 

1 

875 

1.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1112 

.1102 

.00102 

1 

876 

1.01 

Atgeb'-a  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Nonwhi te) 

3-w;y  !  riteract  i  c.n  Test  <  ASVAB' sex*ethni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1407 

.1407 

.00002 

i 

617 

0.02 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

a 

3 

.1407 

.  1784 

.00229 

1 

618 

1.65 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.1332 

.1324 

.00088 

1 

621 

0.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1324 

.1171 

.01531 

1 

622 

10.98  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

iC 

11 

.1203 

.1182 

.00207 

1 

621 

1.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1182 

.1171 

.00115 

1 

622 

0.81 

508 


Table  0-8.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


C-Test  CompTison 

full  Restricted 

full 

Restricted 

R^Changc 

df  1 

df  2 

r 

Algebra  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity 

=  Whitt  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test 

(ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1  2 

.1900 

.1896 

.00039 

1 

489 

0.24 

Sex  £.  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2  3 

.  1896 

.1879 

.00169 

1 

490 

1.02 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1749 

.1745 

00041 

1 

493 

0.25 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1745 

.1475 

.ucru2 

1 

494 

16.17  ** 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10  11 

.1602 

.1544 

.00574 

1 

493 

3.37 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1544 

.  1475 

.00698 

1 

494 

4.08 

Algebra  1985  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  te 

isted) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1377 

.1331 

.00463 

1 

2'3 

1.47 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.  1331 

.1262 

.00691 

1 

274 

2.18 

Algebra  1985  -  198o  Junior 

■  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhitc) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Eth. . i c i  ty 

10  11 

.1407 

.1285 

.01227 

1 

273 

3.90 

Intercept  Differences 

for  E  thni c i ty 

11  12 

.1285 

.1262 

.00228 

1 

274 

0.72 

Algebra  1984  •  19C5  Senior 

(Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1596 

.  1c92 

.01037 

1 

265 

3.27 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1492 

.1147 

.0345) 

1 

266 

10.81  * 

Algebra  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

;c  i; 

.1472 

.1273 

.0i?97 

1 

265 

6 . 20 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1273 

.1147 

.01258 

1 

266 

3.83 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  freshmen  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2441 

.2439 

. 0OC18 

1 

511 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2439 

.2392 

. 00469 

1 

512 

3.18 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  freshmen  i 

(Ethnicity  *  White 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10  11 

.2441 

.2396 

.00455 

2 

509 

1.53 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.2x96 

.  2393 

.00034 

2 

511 

0.12 

Geometry  198A  -  1965  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  S 

.2400 

.2400 

.00001 

1 

561 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2400 

.2322 

.00779 

1 

562 

5.76 

Geometry  1984  -  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  £ 

Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Deferences  for 

Ethnici ty 

10  11 

.2444 

.2356 

.00882 

2 

559 

3.26 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici ty 

11  12 

.235 C 

.2322 

.00334 

2 

561 

1.22 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2768 

.2765 

.00028 

1 

410 

0.16 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2765 

.2558 

.02063 

1 

411 

11.72  ** 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Eti  .  city  = 

White  £  Black)  (Sex  no 

t  tested) 

Slope  Di Ttcrcrces  for 

Ethnicity 

IP  11 

.2923 

.2672 

.02506 

1 

371 

13.14  ** 

Geometry  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  O'fferences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2342 

.2330 

.00112 

1 

305 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences 

■for  Sex 

8  9 

.2330 

.2141 

.01896 

1 

306 

7.56  * 

509 


Tabic  D-S.  (Continued) 


Comparison  R^ 


lest  Comparison 

Full 

Restri cted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Charige  df  i 

df2 

f 

Geometry  1984  -  1 985 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

ope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.2195 

.  2W2 

.00034 

1 

305 

0.13 

to.  ccpt  Differences  for  fthnicity 

11 

12 

.2192 

.2141 

.00513 

1 

306 

2.01 

Geoinetry  1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

ve  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2097 

.2097 

.00005 

1 

123 

0.01 

tercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2097 

.1949 

.01481 

1 

124 

2.32 

Geometry  1985  -  1986 

junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

ope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3029 

.2441 

.05873 

1 

123 

10.36 

Geometry  1984  -  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

>pe  DiHciencCa  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2339 

.2294 

.00453 

1 

107 

0.63 

tercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2294 

.2276 

.00174 

1 

108 

0.24 

Geometry  1984  -  i 985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Op*.*  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2451 

.2403 

.00471 

1 

107 

0.67 

tercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2403 

.2276 

.01271 

1 

108 

1.81 

Calculus  1985  •  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

ope  Differences  foi  Sc* 

7 

8 

.1084 

.1071 

.00125 

1 

147 

0.21 

Ufrcnl  p  i  f  Ferenrxc  for  Sex 

fl 

9 

.1071 

.1070 

.00015 

1 

148 

0.02 

General  Science  1984 

•  1985  freshmen  (Ethnicity  -  uhitc,  Black  &  Hispanic) 

<ny  interac t ion  Test  (ASVAB'&tx'cthni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2690 

.2655 

.00347 

2 

1,956 

4.64 

* 

&  Ethnicity  interaction  led 

2 

3 

.2655 

.2578 

.00777 

2 

1,958 

10.36 

** 

Iklstent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.2655 

.2654 

.00017 

3 

1,958 

0.15 

General  Stic. ice  1985  •  1986  freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

OfC  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1105 

.1078 

.00267 

1 

274 

0.82 

tercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1078 

.1014 

.00640 

1 

275 

1 .97 

General  Science  1985  • 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  - 

Whi  le  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  testeu) 

0(*c  Difference*  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1345 

.1026 

.03189 

1 

240 

8.84 

• 

General  Science  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  -  White  & 

Nonwh i te) 

xay  Interact  ion  lest  ( ASVAB*scx''et  hn  i  c  I  ty ) 

1 

2 

.2447 

.2426 

.00212 

1 

341 

0.96 

x  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2426 

.2303 

.01229 

1 

342 

5.55 

jpe  Differ  cores  fur  Sex 

7 

0 

.2146 

.2135 

.00105 

1 

345 

0.46 

tercept  Di  f  f  r. .  er.ces,  for  Sex 

8 

9 

2135 

.1803 

.03328 

1 

346 

14.64 

*  A 

ope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.2025 

.  1981 

.00445 

1 

345 

1.93 

torcopi  Differences  fur  fthrntuy 

11 

12 

.1981 

.1803 

.01782 

1 

346 

7.69 

1* 

Loner  ol  fc:icuc  1  VC!>  *  1  r/fJ6  Lo^onw.-rf? 

(tlhmcity  not  tested) 

}!*<•  U  t  f  f^r  tf >**•;»  for  be* 

7 

0 

.1450 

.  1445 

.00042 

1 

183 

0.10 

terccf-t  f/ »  f  f  cr  rncci.  fur  So/ 

8 

9 

.  1445 

.1190 

.02553 

1 

184 

5.49 

L  r  » >•  i  n  l  S  c  i  uf  it. 1  70  >  * 

1706  Svf>irxi I'.f' c  (Lthnicily  =• 

Wo 1 1  c  &  H 1  a 

ick )  (Se  x 

not  tested) 

4^*  D  » f  f »- 1  en'.es  for  f! fm it  it/ 

10 

1  1 

.  1 284 

.  1  224 

.  00606 

1 

158 

1.17 

U  i  f  f  cr  cr-CCS  1  Of  IthliKity 

1 1 

>2 

.1224 

.1426 

.02974 

1 

159 

5.71 

Li  3  0 


Table  0-8.  (Continued) 


Comparison  R^ 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change  d 

fl 

df2 

General  Science  1984  -  1985 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0917 

.0899 

.00172 

1 

174 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0899 

.0735 

.01647 

1 

175 

General  Science  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1500 

.1479 

.00217 

1 

149 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1479 

.0926 

.05525 

1 

150 

General  Science  1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2438 

.2435 

.00033 

1 

258 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2435 

.2299 

.01352 

1 

259 

General  Science  1985  •  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2328 

.2300 

.00279 

1 

258 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2300 

.2299 

.00002 

1 

259 

General  Science  1984  •  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1006 

.0999 

.00066 

1 

182 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0999 

.0816 

.01833 

1 

183 

Biology  I  -  I I  1924  -  1933 

f  ( ^sh.f^rri 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2265 

.2262 

.00028 

1 

299 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2262 

.2142 

.01205 

1 

300 

Biology  1  •  I!  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Diffr-ences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2180 

.2142 

.00381 

1 

299 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2142 

.2142 

.00001 

1 

300 

Biology  I  -  11  1985  • 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2024 

.2023 

.00008 

1 

1,119 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2025 

.2022 

.00008 

1 

1,120 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1998 

.1992 

.00053 

i 

1,123 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1992 

.1717 

.02752 

1 

1,124 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1744 

.1741 

.00033 

1 

1,123 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1741 

.1717 

.00235 

1 

1,124 

Bioloay  1  -  11  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

,  Black  &  Hi 

spanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2685 

.2681 

.00037 

2 

1,371 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2681 

.2597 

.00640 

2 

1,373 

Consistent  Over  cr  Under  pi  edict  ion  of  Subgroup 

i  2 

4 

.  cool 

.2555 

.01265 

3 

1,373 

Slope  Difierences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.2681 

.2574 

.01068 

1 

1,373 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

2 

6 

.2681 

.2661 

.00200 

2 

1,373 

Biology  1  -  11  1985  -  1936  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  no.  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2588 

.2501 

.00873 

1 

335 

Intercept  Differences  for  Se>. 

8 

9 

.2501 

.2016 

.  04G46 

1 

336 

0.33 

3.17 


0.38 
9.73  * 


0.11 
A. 63 


0.94 

0.01 


0.13 

3.73 


0.11 
4. 67 


1.46 

0.00 


0.11 

0.11 

0.75 

38.63  ** 
0.45 
3.19 


0.35 

7.88  ** 
7.91  ■* 

20.04  ** 

1.88 


3.95 

21.71  ** 


511 


Table  0-8.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


*2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^ Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Biology  1  -  11  1965  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  Uhitc 

,  Black;  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2080 

.2053 

.00269 

2 

333 

0.57 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2053 

.2016 

.00371 

2 

335 

0.78 

Biology  1 

-  II  1984  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity 

=  White  & 

Nonwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnicity)  1 

2 

.2598 

.2592 

.00062 

1 

397 

0.33 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2592 

.2588 

.00035 

1 

398 

0.19 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2457 

.2405 

.00518 

1 

401 

2.75 

Intercept  Differences  fcr  Sex 

8 

9 

.2405 

.2106 

.02993 

1 

402 

15.84 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity- 

10 

11 

.2287 

.2257 

.00295 

1 

401 

1.53 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2257 

.2106 

.01510 

1 

402 

7.84 

* 

Biology  I  -  1 I 

1985  -  198o  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3812 

.3600 

.02126 

1 

147 

5.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3600 

.3283 

.03171 

1 

148 

7.33 

* 

Biology  1  -  1 I 

1984  -  1985  Senior  i 

[Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3575 

.3548 

.00269 

1 

195 

0.82 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3548 

.3271 

.02772 

1 

196 

8.42 

* 

CO 

o 

o 

U) 

!!  1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  l  Bla 

:k)  (Sex  r. 

c:  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3760 

.3748 

.00127 

1 

176 

0.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3748 

.3396 

.03518 

1 

177 

9.96 

* 

Chemistry  I  -  I I 

1985  -  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2157 

.2106 

.00510 

1 

128 

0.83 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2106 

.1887 

.02192 

1 

129 

3.58 

Chemistry  I  -  11 

1984  -  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0961 

.0830 

.01 309 

1 

168 

2.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0830 

.0590 

.02402 

1 

169 

4.43 

Chemistry  I  -  1  1 

1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

0 

.1429 

.1379 

.00503 

1 

430 

2.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1379 

.0954 

.04250 

1 

431 

21.25 

** 

Chemistry  I  -  II  19&4  *  1985  Junior 

(E tnnic i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2226 

.2191 

.00344 

1 

426 

1.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2191 

.1741 

.04502 

1 

427 

24.62 

** 

Chcmi stry  1  -  11  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i t  y 

=  White  &  honwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2115 

.7031 

.00846  1 

426 

4.57 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2031 

.1741 

.0289/  1 

*.27 

15.52  ** 

Chemi stry  I  •  II  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1766 

.1692 

.00744  1 

137 

1.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1692 

.1110 

.05820  1 

138 

9.6/  * 

bl2 


Tabl e  0-8.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

dfi 

df2 

F 

Chemistry  I  -  II  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1288 

.1281 

.00071 

1 

137 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1281 

.1110 

.01710 

1 

138 

2.71 

Chemistry  1  -  II  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2319 

.2300 

.00190 

1 

156 

0.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2300 

.2298 

.00021 

1 

157 

0.04 

Chemistry  I  -  II  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2749 

.2363 

.03369 

1 

156 

8.33  » 

Physics  1  -  II  1985  • 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1447 

.1341 

.01062 

1 

232 

2.88 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1341 

.0964 

.03770 

1 

233 

10.14  * 

Physics  I  *  II  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnic i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope-  Differences  far  Sex 

7 

8 

.2036 

.2032 

.00045 

1 

166 

0.0V 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2032 

.1695 

.03361 

1 

167 

7.04  * 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

•  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.3024 

.2999 

.00251 

i 

344 

1.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2999 

.2942 

.00574 

1 

345 

2.83 

Government  S  Civics  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1734 

.1571 

.01629 

1 

155 

3.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1571 

.1267 

.03040 

1 

156 

5.63 

Government  &  Civics  1985  - 

1986  Sophomo 

re  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1620 

.1727 

.00933 

i 

417 

4.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1727 

.1446 

.02804 

1 

418 

14.17  ** 

Government  &  Civics  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1722 

.1722 

.00004 

1 

388 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1722 

.1569 

.01524 

1 

38? 

7.16  * 

Government  8  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2716 

.2683 

.00324 

1 

456 

2.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2683 

.2524 

.01594 

1 

457 

9.96  * 

Government  &  Civics  1 984 

.  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tes 

ted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2559 

.2551 

. 00074 

1 

456 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2551 

.2524 

.00275 

1 

457 

1.69 

Government  &  Civics  1985  •  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*cihni c * ty )  1 

2 

.2904 

.2897 

.00067 

1 

707 

0.67 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2897 

.2894 

.00030 

1 

708 

0.30 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2817 

.2777 

.00404 

1 

711 

4.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

b 

9 

.2777 

.2518 

.02586 

1 

712 

25.49  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.c598 

.2598 

.00000 

1 

711 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2598 

.2518 

.00791 

1 

712 

7.61  * 

513 


fable  D-8.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985 

Senio-  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethni ci ty) 

1 

2 

.2759 

.2756 

.00023 

1 

602 

0.19 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2756 

.2756 

.00004 

1 

603 

0.03 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2651 

.2645 

.00061 

1 

606 

0.51 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2645 

.2551 

.00938 

1 

607 

7.74  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2672 

.2664 

.00081 

1 

606 

0.67 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2664 

.2551 

.01129 

1 

607 

9.34  * 

History  1984  -  1965 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  - 

Whi te, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAS*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2959 

.2946 

.00130 

2 

1,319 

1.21 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2946 

.2928 

.00177 

2 

1,321 

1.65 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2877 

.2875 

.00021 

1 

1,327 

0.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2875 

.2579 

.02956 

1 

1,328 

55.09 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2672 

.2613 

.00590 

2 

1,325 

5.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2613 

.2579 

.00341 

2 

1,327 

3.06 

History  1985  -  1986 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

Uhite  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2825 

.2825 

.00002 

1 

1,343 

0.04 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  It  -.enaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2825 

.2822 

.00027 

1 

1,344 

0.51 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2810 

.2809 

.00004 

1 

1,347 

0.07 

Intercept  0 i f f orcr.ccs  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2809 

.2733 

.00711 

1 

1,348 

13.34 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2750 

.2739 

.00114 

1 

1,347 

2.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2739 

.2738 

.00007 

1 

1,348 

0.13 

History  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  white 

4  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ernnicity) 

1 

2 

.2883 

.2873 

.00105 

1 

1,430 

2.11 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2873 

.2849 

.00242 

1 

1,431 

4.87 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2841 

.2840 

.00008 

1 

1,434 

0.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2840 

.2676 

-01635 

1 

1,435 

32.77 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2685 

.2685 

.00002 

1 

1,434 

0.04 

Intercept  Oif Terences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2685 

.2676 

.00083 

1 

1,435 

1.64 

History  1985  •  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-wav  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2301 

.2294 

.00078 

2 

1,465 

0.74 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2294 

.2235 

.00586 

2 

1,467 

5.58 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2119 

.2103 

.00160 

1 

1,473 

3.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2103 

.1751 

.03521 

1 

1,474 

65.72 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1900 

.1812 

.00875 

2 

1,471 

7.94 

History  1984  •  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

Whit  4, 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.3113 

.3106 

.00068 

1 

1,102 

1.09 

'ex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.3106 

.3098 

.00081 

1 

1,103 

1.29 

Slcfx?  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3080 

.3077 

.00028 

1 

1,106 

0.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3077 

.2793 

.02842 

1 

1,107 

45.45 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2810 

.2806 

.00041 

1 

1,106 

0.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2806 

.2793 

.00125 

1 

1,107 

1.93 

5  3.4 


Table  D-8.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

History  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2495 

.2364 

.01311 

1 

428 

7.47 

* 

History  1985 

•  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

in 

11 

.2012 

.2010 

.00019 

1 

409 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2010 

.1985 

.00251 

1 

410 

1.29 

History  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3518 

.3481 

. 00372 

1 

423 

2.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3481 

.3427 

.00543 

1 

424 

3.53 

History  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3853 

.3829 

.00248 

1 

402 

1.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3829 

.3604 

.02251 

1 

403 

14.70 

** 

roifcigr.  Language  1964 

-  1y85  freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2758 

.2757 

.00012 

1 

1,012 

0.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2757 

.2238 

.05192 

1 

1,013 

72.61 

•  * 

Foreign  Language  1984  • 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

'0 

11 

.2533 

.2490 

.00431 

2 

1,010 

2.9' 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2490 

.2238 

.02525 

2 

1,012 

17.01 

** 

Foreign  Language  1985 

-  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2079 

.2052 

.00272 

1 

797 

2.74 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2052 

.1600 

.04519 

1 

798 

45.37 

** 

Foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1784 

.1709 

.00744 

2 

795 

3.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1709 

.1600 

.01090 

2 

797 

5.24 

* 

Foreign  Language  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2282 

.2277 

.00043 

1 

892 

0.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2278 

.1463 

.08140 

1 

893 

94.13 

#* 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White,  Black 

&  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1649 

.1617 

.00328 

2 

890 

1.75 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1617 

.1463 

.01532 

2 

892 

8.15 

** 

Foreign  Language 

1  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nor, white) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*ethni  c i ty)  1 

2 

.1828 

.1805 

.00229 

1 

604 

1.70 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1805 

.1802 

.00028 

1 

605 

0.21 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

6 

.1626 

.1610 

.00153 

1 

608 

1.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1610 

.1018 

.05922 

1 

609 

42.99 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  fcr  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1221 

.1205 

.00165 

1 

608 

1.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1205 

.1013 

.01863 

1 

609 

12.90 

*  * 

5 


Table  D-8.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted  Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

dfi 

df2 

F 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985 

Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .2263 

.2226 

.00377 

1 

480 

2.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .2226 

.1466 

.07593 

1 

481 

46.98  ** 

Foreign  language  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1'i  .1723 

.1707 

.00165 

2 

478 

0.48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1707 

.1466 

.02406 

2 

480 

6.96  * 

foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .2040 

.1888 

.01523 

1 

247 

4.73 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1888 

.1429 

.04591 

1 

248 

14.03  ** 

Foreign  Language  1985  • 

1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  4  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1218 

.1042 

.01755 

1 

205 

4.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1042 

.0995 

.00471 

1 

206 

1 .08 

Foreign  Language  1984  • 

1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1809 

.1778 

.00319 

1 

224 

0.87 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1778 

.1615 

.01628 

1 

225 

4.45 

Foreign  Language  1984  ■ 

•  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  4  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1158 

.1120 

.00375 

1 

185 

0.78 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1120 

.1036 

.00839 

1 

186 

1.76 

Secretary  &  Of, 'ice  Education 

1985 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  white 

4  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1317 

.1306 

.00110 

1 

215 

0.27 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

1?  .1306 

.1306 

.00002 

1 

216 

0.00 

Secretary  4  Office  Education 

1984 

•  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

4  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1168 

.1112 

.00556 

1 

220 

1.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .1112 

.1060 

.00519 

1 

221 

1.29 

Typing  4  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .2441 

.2441 

.00005 

1 

507 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .2441 

.2345 

.00959 

1 

508 

6.45 

Typing  4  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Freshmen 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Freshmen 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8 


(Ethnici ty  -  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex 

not 

tested) 

11  .2381 

.2361 

.00208 

2 

505 

0.69 

12  .2360 

.2345 

.00159 

2 

507 

0.53 

(Ethnic i ty  not  tested) 

8  . 1894 

.1885 

.00096 

1 

492 

0.58 

9  .1885 

.1566 

.03186 

1 

493 

19.37  ** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  freshmen 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11 


(Ethnicity  =  White  & 

11  .1522 

12  .1510 


Hispanic) 
.1510 
.  1448 


(Sex  not  tested) 

.00120  1 

.00622  1 


445 

446 


0.63 

3.27 


516 


Comparison 

R2 

f-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R2Change  df  t 

df2 

F 

Typing  S  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  *2160  .2150  .00107  1  631  0.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2150  .1760  .03901)  1  632  31.40  * 

Typing  S  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1794  .1786  .00081  2  629  0.31 

Intercept  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1786  .1760  .00258  2  631  0.99 

Typing  8  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1894  .1812  .00818  1  405  4.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1812  .1698  .01138  1  406  5.64 

Typing  t  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested; 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1660  .1649  .00111  1  374  0.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1649  .1637  .U0119  1  375  0.53 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .2250  .2242  .00080  1  391  0.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2242  .1612  .06300  1  392  31.83 


Typing  &  word  Processing  1984 

•  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  S  Clack) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1698  .1695 

.00028 

1 

359 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1695  .1634 

.00614 

1 

360 

2.66 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  • 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1521  .1502 

.00186 

1 

221 

0.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1502  .1106 

.03962 

1 

222 

10.35 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Senior 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8 


(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

11  .1312  .1236  .00763  1  221  1.94 

12  .1236  .1106  .01299  1  222  3.29 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

8  .2231  .2195  .00361  1  216  1.00 

9  .2195  .1901  .02933  1  217  8.16 


Account i ng/Bookkeepi ng 

1985  - 

1936  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

B 

.2241 

2223 

.00177  1 

311 

0.71 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2223 

1731 

.04928  1 

312 

19.77 

Account ing/8ookkecpi ng 

1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

no"  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Se* 

7 

8 

.3027 

2982 

.00443  1 

239 

1.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2982 

2116 

.08661  1 

240 

29.62 

Account i ng/Bookkeepi ng 

1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethni ci ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1369 

1311 

.00579  1 

185 

1.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1311 

0967 

.0J442  1 

186 

7.37 

Table  0-8.  (Continued) 


Compari son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted 


Full  Restricted  R^Change  df)  df2 


F 


Account ing/Bcokkeeping  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (E thni c i ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1951 

.1907 

.00436  1 

247 

1.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

6 

9 

.1907 

.1570 

.03370  1 

248 

10.33 

* 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2346 

.2338 

. 00083  1 

547 

0.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2338 

.1916 

.04222  1 

548 

30.19 

ft* 

Home  Economics 

1, 84 -1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  Uhite  &  Black) 

(Sex  rot 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2506 

.2487 

.00191  1 

519 

1.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2487 

.1794 

.06932  1 

520 

47.98** 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  i*r  Sex 

7 

8 

.1833 

.1825 

.00079  1 

312 

0.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1825 

.1241 

.05845  1 

313 

22.38 

ft* 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity 

x  Uhite  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1279 

.1277 

.00025  1 

312 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1277 

.1241 

.00359  1 

313 

1.29 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(F.thnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1977 

.1977 

.00002  1 

321 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1977 

.1416 

.05608  1 

322 

22.51 

ft* 

Home  Economics 

198-'. -1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1836 

.1727 

.01090  1 

321 

4.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1727 

.1416 

.03108  1 

322 

12.10** 

Home  Economics  1985  •  1986  Sophomore 

i  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1937 

.1936 

.00016  1 

394 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1936 

.1354 

.05822  1 

395 

28.52 

ft  ft 

Home  Economi cs 

1985-1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  Uhite  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1366 

.1358 

.00084  1 

394 

0.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1358 

.1354 

.00042  1 

395 

0.1° 

Home  Economics 

1984  -  198 

5  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1723 

.1723 

.00000  1 

279 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1723 

.1454 

.02693  1 

280 

9.11 

ft 

Home  Economics 

1964-1985 

Junior  (Ethnici ty  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

It 

.1475 

.1475 

.00001  1 

279 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1  i 

12 

.1475 

.1454 

.00215  1 

280 

0.71 

Home  Economics 

1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2057 

.2050 

.00074  1 

358 

0.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2050 

.0972 

.10  7  75  1 

359 

48.66 

ft* 
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Tabic  0-8.  (Concluded) 


Compa  r i son 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

dfl 

df  2 

F 

Home  Economics  1985-1986  Jun'or  (Ethnicity  = 

Uhite  &  Junior) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1002 

.0988 

.00144 

1 

358 

0.57 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0988 

.0972 

.00157 

1 

359 

0.63 

Home  Economics  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1811 

.1795 

.00160 

1 

318 

0.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1795 

.1402 

.03929 

1 

319 

15.28  '* 

Home  Economics  1984- 

1985  Sen'or  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1504 

.1432 

.00714 

1 

318 

2.67 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1432 

.1402 

.00300 

1 

319 

1.12 

Computer  Programing  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2730 

.2727 

.00027 

1 

227 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2727 

.2025 

.07023 

1 

228 

22.02  ** 

Computer  Programming  1984 

•  1935  Junior 

(Ethnici 

ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Oiffe~ences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2367 

.2349 

.00178 

1 

240 

0.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2349 

.2173 

.01760 

1 

241 

5.54 

Computer  Programming  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3421 

.3414 

.00069 

1 

157 

0.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3414 

.2475 

.09382 

1 

158 

22.51  ** 

Computer  Programming  1984 

•  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1947 

.1939 

.00082 

1 

152 

0.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1939 

.1924 

.00151 

1 

153 

0.29 

*  P  <  .01. 
**  P  <  .001. 
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Table  0-9.  F-Tests  of  Significance  for  Perceptual  Speed  Composite 


Comparison 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

English  !  -  IV  1934  • 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

-  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  1  nteract i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni ci ty) 

1 

2 

.1572 

.1570 

.00026 

2 

2,422 

0.37 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1570 

.1485 

.00847 

2 

2,424 

12.18  *» 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.1570 

.1428 

.01418 

3 

2,424 

13.59  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.1570 

.1570 

.00000 

1 

2,424 

0.01 

English  I  •  IV  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  white. 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  1  nteract  i  on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethm  ci  ty) 

1 

2 

.  1358 

.1356 

.00003 

2 

1,989 

0.03 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1358 

.1293 

.00645 

2 

1,991 

7.43  ** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.  1358 

.1220 

.01384 

3 

1,991 

10.63  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.1358 

.1358 

.00001 

1 

1,991 

0.03 

English  1  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophcmore 

<f thnic i ty 

=  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni  ci  ty) 

1 

2 

.1725 

.1712 

.00136 

2 

2,296 

1.89 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1712 

.1699 

.00127 

2 

2,298 

1.76 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1283 

.1282 

.00003 

1 

2,304 

0.08 

Inter  :ept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1282 

.1131 

.01513 

1 

2,305 

40.01  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

11 

.1522 

.1507 

.00147 

2 

2,302 

1  .99 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1507 

.1131 

.03762 

2 

2,304 

51.02  ** 

English  1  •  IV  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  £ 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1339 

.1325 

.00135 

2 

1,942 

1.51 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1325 

.1320 

.00058 

2 

1 ,944 

0.65 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0707 

.0706 

.00005 

1 

1,950 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0706 

.0429 

.02776 

1 

1,951 

58.27  *» 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1020 

.0962 

.00575 

2 

1 ,948 

6.24  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0962 

.0429 

.05333 

2 

1,950 

57.53  ** 

English  I  -  IV  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H i spani c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ACVAB*sc**ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1344 

.1338 

.00062 

2 

1,721 

0.61 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1333 

.1336 

.0001’ 

2 

1,723 

0.11 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0972 

.0972 

.00004 

1 

1,729 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0972 

.0569 

.04025 

1 

1,730 

77.13  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0883 

.0836 

.00473 

2 

1,727 

4. 48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0836 

.0569 

.02669 

2 

1,729 

25.16  ** 

cngl  i sn  1  •  IV  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White  & 

Black) 

3way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1280 

.1271 

.00091 

1 

1,258 

1 .31 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1271 

.1265 

.00060 

1 

1,259 

0.86 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1045 

.1036 

.00092 

1 

1,262 

1.30 

Intercept  Differences  tor  Sex 

S 

9 

.1036 

.0588 

.04472 

1 

1,263 

63.00  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  0774 

.0773 

.00007 

1 

1,262 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0773 

.0588 

.01848 

1 

1,263 

25.70  ** 
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Table  D-9.  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted  R^Change 

df  i 

df-. 

F 

English  I  -  IV  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-H6y  Interaction  Test  (ASVAS*sox*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.0942 

.0919 

.00226 

2 

1,275 

1.59 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0919 

.0916 

.00034 

2 

1,277 

0.24 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0578 

.0578 

.00000 

1 

1,283 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0578 

.0442 

.01358 

1 

1,284 

18.51  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0725 

.0693 

.00319 

2 

1,281 

2.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0693 

.0442 

.02509 

2 

1,283 

17.30  •* 

General  Math  1984  • 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

,  Black  & 

H i spanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty ) 

1 

2 

.0925 

.0911 

.00143 

2 

1,167 

0.92 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0911 

.0881 

.00296 

2 

1,169 

1.90 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0736 

.0720 

.00080 

1 

1,175 

1.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0728 

.0724 

.00033 

1 

1,176 

0.42 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0873 

.0850 

.00223 

2 

1,173 

1.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0850 

.0724 

.01259 

2 

1,175 

8.08  ** 

General  Math  1985  •  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black) 


3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.0424 

.0423 

.00019 

1 

549 

0.11 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0423 

.0372 

.00501 

1 

550 

2.88 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0340 

.0328 

.00127 

1 

553 

0.73 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0328 

.0322 

.00059 

1 

554 

0.34 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0357 

.0342 

.00151 

1 

553 

0.87 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0342 

.0322 

.00199 

1 

554 

1.14 

General  Hath  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H  i  spam  c  ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1093 

.1014 

.00797 

2 

736 

3.29 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1014 

.0979 

.00346 

2 

738 

1.42 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0946 

.0944 

.00013 

1 

744 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex 

8 

9 

.0944 

.0934 

.00100 

1 

745 

0.82 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0968 

.0963 

.00045 

2 

742 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0963 

.0934 

.00288 

2 

744 

1.18 

General  Math  1985  • 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVAB*sex*ethm  c  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.1113 

.1113 

.00002 

1 

305 

0.01 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1113 

.1049 

.00642 

1 

306 

2.21 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.0610 

.0598 

.00113 

1 

309 

0.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0598 

.0403 

.01955 

1 

310 

6.45 

Siope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0857 

.0826 

.00313 

1 

309 

1.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0826 

.0403 

.04228 

1 

310 

14.29 

General  Math  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.0712 

.0681 

-0C307 

1 

266 

0.88 

Sex  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0681 

.0676 

.00052 

1 

267 

0.15 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0447 

.0445 

.00018 

1 

270 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0445 

.0284 

.01611 

1 

271 

4.57 

Slope  Differences  foi  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0495 

.0481 

.00140 

1 

270 

0.4G 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0481 

.0284 

.01971 

1 

271 

5.61 
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Table  0-9.  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  i 

df2 

General  Math  1985  •  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Oif Terences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0549 

.0541 

.00084 

1 

222 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0541 

.0423 

.01173 

1 

223 

General  Math 

1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  8  Black  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici ty 

10 

11 

.1218 

.1112 

.01058 

1 

195 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1112 

.0686 

.04257 

1 

196 

General  Math  1?84  •  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0302 

.0297 

.00055 

1 

230 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0297 

.0289 

.00076 

1 

231 

General  Math 

1984  -  1985 

Senior 

•  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thni c i  ty 

10 

11 

.1048 

.0936 

.01117 

1 

203 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0936 

.0273 

.06633 

1 

204 

Algebra 

1984  -  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

:  White  8 

Nonwhite) 

3-nay  Interact  ion  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.0899 

.0899 

.00004 

1 

1,180 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0899 

.0896 

.00029 

1 

1,181 

Siope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

a 

.0810 

.0780 

.00304 

1 

1,184 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0780 

.0665 

.01150 

T 

1,185 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici ty 

10 

11 

.0715 

.0714 

.  0C012 

1 

1,184 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnic i ty 

11 

12 

.0714 

.0665 

.00486 

1 

1,185 

Algebra 

1985  -  1986 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

=  White  8 

Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni ci ty ) 

1 

2 

.1199 

.1197 

.00024 

1 

708 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1197 

.1171 

.00253 

1 

709 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0614 

.0597 

.00165 

1 

712 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0597 

.0475 

.01222 

1 

713 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10 

11 

.1020 

.0961 

.00590 

1 

712 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0961 

.0475 

.04357 

1 

713 

Algebra 

1984  -  1985 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  Whi te  8  Nonwhi te) 

3-way  Interact  ion  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

? 

.0799 

.0799 

.00007 

1 

871 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0799 

.0762 

.00364 

1 

8/2 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0701 

.0665 

.00359 

1 

875 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0665 

.0620 

.00451 

1 

876 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic  i  ty 

10 

11 

.0676 

.0669 

.00067 

1 

375 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0669 

.0620 

.00488 

1 

876 

A l gebra 

1985  -  1986 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White 

8  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*cthnici  ty) 

4 

i 

2 

.0695 

.0690 

.00058 

1 

617 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0690 

.0664 

.00255 

1 

618 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0262 

.0254 

.00083 

1 

621 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0254 

.0234 

.00206 

1 

622 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic  i  ty 

10 

11 

.0602 

.0601 

.00018 

i 

621 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0600 

.0234 

.03669 

1 

622 

522 


f 


0.20 

2.77 


2.35 
9.39  * 


0.13 

0.18 


2.53 
14.93  ** 


0.05 

0.38 

3.91 

14.78  ** 
0.15 
6.20 


0.20 

2.04 

1.25 

9.26  * 
4.68 

38.31  ** 


0.06 

3.45 

3.37 

4.23 

0.62 

4.58 


0.T9 
1 .69 
0.53 
1.31 
0.12 

24.28  ** 


Table  0-9.  (Continued) 


Conner  i  son 


R 


2 


f-fest  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Ful  l 

Restricted 

R'-Change 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

Algebra 

1984  -  1985  Junior 

C Ehnici  ty 

=  White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test 

(ASVAS*sex*ethni c i ty)  1 

2 

.1250 

.1241 

.00097 

1 

489 

0.54 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1241 

.1226 

.00153 

1 

490 

0.86 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0956 

.0956 

.00002 

1 

493 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

n 

.0956 

.0872 

.00840 

1 

494 

4.59 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici ty 

10 

11 

.1132 

.1011 

.01204 

1 

493 

6.69 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1011 

.0872 

.01391 

1 

494 

7.64  « 

Algebra  1985  - 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  net  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0346 

.0336 

.00096 

1 

273 

0.27 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0336 

.0336 

.00002 

1 

274 

0.01 

Algebra  1985  -  1986  Jur.iai  (tlmicity  -  White  &  Ncnwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic  i  ty 

10 

11 

.1035 

.0618 

.02173  1 

273 

6.62 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0818 

.0336 

.04621  1 

274 

14.39 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethni 

city  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0478 

.0463 

.UUU4  1 

511 

0.77 

Intercept  Differences 

tor  Sex 

8 

9 

.0463 

.0434 

.00295  1 

512 

1.58 

Geometry  1985  •  1986  freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  unite. 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11 


Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex 
.1160  . 0949 


not  tested) 
.02115  2 


509  6.09  * 


Geometry  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (E  thm  c  i  ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.0167 

.0098 

.00688 

Intercept  Di f ferences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.0098 

.0097 

.00012 

561  3.93 

562  0.07 


Geometry  1984  •  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0361 

.0333 

.00280 

2 

559 

0.81 

Intercept  Differences  ‘or  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0333 

.0097 

.02363 

2 

561 

6.86 

General  Science  1984 

-  1985  Veshnen  (tthnicity 

=  White 

,  Black  £  Hi 

spanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

i 

2 

.1430 

.1418 

.00121 

2 

1,956 

1.38 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1418 

.1249 

.01689 

2 

1,958 

19.27 

Consistent  Ovi-  or  Under  prediction  of  Subg1- 

■juo  2 

4 

.1418 

.1279 

.01394 

3 

1,958 

10.60 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.1418 

.1380 

.00380 

1 

1,958 

8.68 

General  Science  1985 

freshmen  ( 

Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.05B6 

.0562 

.00241 

1 

274 

0.70 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0562 

.0554 

.00077 

1 

275 

0.23 

General  Science-  1985  - 

1986  Frcshnen 

(Ethnici  ty  = 

White  i 

Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

iO 

11 

.G814 

.0637 

,0’603 

1 

240 

4.1V 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

0653 

.0541 

.01123 

1 

241 

2.89 

523 


Tabic  0-9.  {Continued) 
Coenpar ;  -.or. 


Test  C  r  cipa  r  i  s  of  i  full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  “^Change  df  1  df2 


General  Science  1984  -  198S  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  -  White  &  Nonuhite) 


-  ,y  Interact  ton  Test  <ASVAB*sex*ctlim  c  i  ty)  1 

2 

.ie7o 

.1844 

.00261 

1 

341 

1.10 

•  (  Ethnicity  interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1844 

.1707 

.01374 

1 

342 

5.76 

ipe  0 i f Terences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1706 

.1673 

.00332 

1 

345 

1  .38 

eiccpt  Cl  f  Terences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1673 

.1628 

.00444 

1 

346 

1.85 

ope  D  1  f  fet  em  er  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1629 

.1628 

.00005 

1 

345 

0.02 

**r cept  Difference*,  "or  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1628 

.1628 

.00002 

1 

346 

0.01 

Gc  .  Scicr.cc  198S  • 

1984  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

ope  Differences  for  s 

7 

8 

.0610 

.0610 

.00003 

1 

183 

0,01 

tcrccpt  Differences  for  Sex 

a 

9 

.0610 

.0486 

■0124S 

1 

184 

2.44 

Goner al  Science 

1965 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

While  &  Black)  (Sex 

net  tested) 

spe  Difference'll  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.  1069 

.  1 7C9 

.01604 

1 

158 

3.12 

■freept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1708 

-0689 

.10197 

1 

159 

19.55 

General  Scii'-sc 

1984 

1985  Junior 

(Elhr.it  i  ty  not 

tested) 

c oe  Differ  cncvs  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0467 

.03S4 

.01135 

1 

174 

2.08 

tcitc,.t  D'lfeiericet  for  S<.» 

8 

9 

.  0354 

.0247 

.01070 

1 

175 

1 .94 

Oerter  al  Science  1964  •  19e5  Junior  (Ethnicity  • 

Win  tc  l  Blue 

k)  (Sex  not  tested) 

--  ‘1  ffif  »•<<  for  MhriWlry 

10 

11 

.  1439 

•  Hi? 

.00000 

1 

149 

0.00 

t»rci'f/t  U  1  f  f  cr  »-rncb  f'-ji  (thrift  fty 

11 

1? 

.1432 

.0244 

. 1 1872 

1 

150 

20.78 

Orrn?r*l  kc  1  cnc r 

1 V05 

1980  Junior 

(( thrift  1 1 1  nol 

tested) 

If*-  0  I  lift  for  io# 

7 

6 

.0790 

.OS  74 

.02193 

1 

2S8 

6.06 

1 0f 

e 

V 

.0074 

.0370 

.00037 

1 

259 

0.10 

(icutiftl  Slickc 

1965 

■  1Vc!6  Junior 

(Ethnicity  5  white  i  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

nut  tested) 

Of/*'  (r  1 1  f  i  r  ct  f  or  (thfi»tity 

10 

i : 

.  1 3  SB 

.0998 

.03400 

1 

25 

10.13 

b  loto'^i  I  •  i  I  ^ 

V  (i  *  * 

iV65  i '  csi'|i*.ii 

(Ethnic i t y  not 

tested; 

Of*.  1.  i  1  f  cl  C'»'  Ci  for  Sc  / 

7 

e 

.OBIS 

.079B 

.00170 

1 

299 

0.55 

1 1  •  l  t  f  <  t  0  I  t  f  e  i  ff»r  f  %  f  »r  k »  * 

0 

9 

.0799 

.0776 

.00227 

1 

300 

0 . 74 

h  *  v 1 oy  y  1  •  II 

IV’ 

1  VU5  first. ner 

ft  fin  ic  i  \y  »  Wh  1 1 0  &  *fori«’ 

Ut)  (  Sc; 

rot  tested) 

e  (/ J  f  f  t<  ct  ■<-”•  for  (thMiity 

10 

1  i 

.  103S 

.1033 

.00001 

1 

299 

U.GO 

fi  i  ?  f  <.  t»'t  c  ■=#  f  t  f  lii  ii<. i  i 

11 

VS 

.I05S 

.0776 

.02391 

1 

300 

8.67 

t  •  «l  og  y  1 

II  1 

1  V'Cr,  r:.- 

l.r*  f»  (  1  tf.ri  l  1 

r  *  unite  L 

b'ncl  ) 

.f  t  n/i  lr»i 

Of . i C  1 

ir;  1 

? 

.O':'.' 

■  GUO  3 

.7)0096 

1 

1,119 

1.17 

.  1  t  r . «  1  .  /  1-  '  Ol  fll  1  llrfi  f  t  a  l 

3 

.or.  .1 

.0791 

.00120 

1 

1,120 

1 .46 

*  vf  fit  rr*:ec  f  jt  fici 

7 

b 

.  0S4  1 

.0487 

.DOS  54 

1 

1  ,  17} 

6.34 

l(-f  ■_  f  |  1  ,  f  f  m  1 1  j  t  =*  *  ■ .  1  S  ■  » 

e 

V 

.■■.HI 

■i4  ie 

.1)0692 

1 

1,174 

0.1C 

<  !ri!  ••  r  *  »  r  i  »>»  1  IMili  1  '  f 

m 

1 1 

./fi 

ir.i.3 

.00749 

1 

1,175 

9.07 

(  l  c  v(  t  L  f  f ».  ‘‘fM  e»  for  i  lf*r  » •  '■  '  » 

• 

V 

.nor  5 

.0418 

.018'' 5 

1 

1,174 

77  16 

Table  D-9.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

General  Science  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty)  1 

2 

.1870 

.1844 

.00261 

1 

341 

1.10 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1844 

.1707 

.01374 

1 

342 

5.76 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1706 

.1673 

.00332 

1 

345 

1.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1673 

.1628 

.00444 

1 

346 

1.85 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1629 

.1628 

.00005 

1 

345 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1628 

.1628 

.00002 

1 

346 

0.01 

General  Science  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0610 

.0610 

.00003 

1 

183 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0610 

.0486 

.01245 

1 

184 

2.44 

General  Science  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

;  White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1869 

.1709 

.01604 

1 

158 

3.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1708 

.0689 

.10197 

1 

159 

19.55 

General  Science  1984  - 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0467 

.0354 

.01138 

1 

174 

2.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0354 

.0247 

.01070 

1 

175 

1.94 

General  Science  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black)  (Sex  i 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1432 

.1432 

.00000 

1 

149 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1432 

.0244 

.11872 

1 

150 

20.78  ‘ 

General  Science  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0790 

.0574 

.02163 

1 

258 

6.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0574 

.0570 

.00037 

1 

259 

0.10 

General  Science  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  *  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1338 

.0998 

.03400 

1 

258 

10.13  * 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0815 

.0798 

.00170 

1 

299 

0.55 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0799 

.0776 

.00227 

1 

300 

0.74 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1035 

.1035 

.00001  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1035 

.0776 

.02591  1 

299  0.00 

300  8.67  * 


Biology  I  -  II  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  S  Black) 


3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity)  1 
Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test  2 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10 
Intercept  pifferences  for  Ethnicity  11 


2 

.0812 

.0803 

.00096 

1 

1,119 

1.17 

3 

.0803 

.0791 

.00120 

1 

1,120 

1.46 

8 

.0541 

.0487 

.00534 

1 

1,123 

6.34 

9 

.0487 

.0418 

.00692 

1 

1,124 

8.18  * 

11 

.0678 

.0603 

.00749 

1 

1,123 

9.02  * 

12 

.0603 

.0418 

.01853 

1 

1,124 

22.16  ** 

524 


1 3ble  D-9 .  (Conti nueJ ) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

d  f  * 

cf 

C 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

Black  £  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAS*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.0975 

.0971 

.00040 

2 

1,371 

0.30 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0971 

.0926 

.00457 

2 

i ,  373 

3.47 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0789 

.0786 

.00026 

1 

1,379 

0.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0786 

.0778 

.00085 

1 

1,330 

1.23 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0914 

.0892 

.00215 

2 

1,377 

1.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0892 

.0778 

.01148 

2 

1,379 

8.69 

Biology  1  -  II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1013 

.1011 

.00026 

1 

335 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1011 

.0776 

.02346 

1 

336 

8.77 

Biology  I  -  II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1141 

.0930 

.02101 

2 

333 

3.95 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0930 

.0776 

.01541 

2 

335 

2.85 

Biology  I  -  II  1984 

-  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  & 

Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.1384 

.1384 

.00001 

1 

397 

0.00 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1384 

.1208 

.01757 

1 

398 

8.12 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0680 

.0533 

.01464 

1 

401 

6.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

a 

9 

.0533 

.0495 

.00383 

1 

402 

1.62 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1056 

.0821 

.02346 

1 

401 

10.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

I 

ii 

12 

.0821 

.0495 

.03262 

1 

402 

14.29 

' 

Biology  I  -  II  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1645 

.1604 

.00404 

1 

147 

0.71 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1604 

.1374 

.02299 

1 

148 

4.05 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0698 

.0695 

.00022 

1 

195 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0695 

.0540 

.01550 

1 

196 

3.26 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2968  .2966 

.00012 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2966  .  0681 

.22853 

1 

1 


176  0.03 

177  57.51 


Chemistry  I 

-  II  1985  -  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1104 

.1074 

.00294  1 

128 

0.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1074 

.1026 

.00483  1 

129 

0.70 

i  Chemistry  I  - 

II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

(Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0410 

.0386 

.00234  1 

430 

1.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0386 

.0153 

.02334  1 

431 

10.46 

Table  0-9.  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

dfi 

df2 

C 

Chemistry  I  -  11  19S4  - 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0328 

.0328 

.00000 

1 

426 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0328 

.0185 

.01 129 

1 

427 

6.31 

Chemistry  i  •  11  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhitc)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0259 

.0224 

.00353 

1 

426 

1.54 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0224 

.0185 

.00389 

1 

427 

1.70 

Physics  I  -  11  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0829 

.0618 

.02104 

1 

232 

5.32 

Intercept  Dif  ercnces  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0618 

.0568 

.00503 

1 

233 

1.25 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1225 

.1158 

.00669 

1 

344 

2.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1158 

.1157 

.00011 

1 

345 

0.04 

Government  &  Civics  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0997 

.0996 

.00004 

1 

155 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

o 

.0996 

.0918 

,00778 

1 

156 

1.35 

Government  &  Civics  1v85  - 

1v6o  Sopnomnre 

(Etnnic i ty 

not  testeaj 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.’076 

.1062 

.00140 

i 

417 

0.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  10^2 

.1043 

.00192 

■1 

418 

0.90 

Government  &  Civics  1985 

•  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Hispanic) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1655 

.1652 

.00026 

1 

388 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1652 

.1245 

.04072 

1 

389 

10.97 

Government  i  Civics  1984 

•  1985  Junior 

(Erbnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0607 

.0563 

.00439 

1 

456 

2.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0563 

.0523 

.00399 

1 

457 

1.93 

Government  &  Civics  1 

-  19,' 5  Junior 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White  t  Nonwhite)  fbex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

11 

.1085 

.1032 

.00529 

1 

456 

2.70 

Intcicept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1032 

.0523 

. 05086 

1 

457 

25.92 

Govcrnrx  rt  K  Civic. 

.  19B5  -  1956 

Ju 

nior  (Ethnii 

: i ty  »  Whit? 

t  91 acV 

) 

3-way  Internet  ion  Test  (AS  MB‘,wcx*ethni  c  1 1  y>  1 

2 

.1096 

.1063 

.00336 

1 

707 

2.67 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interact  ior,  Test 

L. 

3 

.1063 

.1(62 

.oocov 

1 

708 

0.07 

S'ope  Difference!,  for  Sex 

7 

0 

.0665 

,0r97 

.00679 

1 

711 

5.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

V 

.0597 

.0537 

.00602 

1 

712 

4.56 

Slo|>e  Differences  for  Ethnic ‘‘y 

•o 

11 

.0953 

.0768 

.01850 

1 

71 1 

14.54 

Table  0-9.  (Continued) 


Coepar  i  son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Government  £  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni ci ty. 

1 

2 

.0965 

.0962 

.00027 

1 

602 

0.18 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0962 

.0961 

.00004 

1 

603 

0.03 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0822 

.0816 

.00069 

1 

606 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0816 

.0814 

.00015 

607 

0.10 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0945 

.0921 

.00245 

1 

606 

1.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0921 

.0814 

.01067 

1 

607 

7.13  * 

History  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White, 

Black  £  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1371 

.1363 

.00083 

2 

1,319 

0.63 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction,  Test 

2 

3 

.1363 

.1261 

.01018 

2 

1,321 

7.78  •» 

ASVAB'Ethnici  t>  ASVAB*Sex  Interaction  Test 

2 

4 

.1363 

.  07B4 

.05791 

6 

1,321 

14.76  •* 

Slc^  Differences  lor  Sex 

2 

5 

.1363 

.0654 

.07087 

5 

1,321 

21 .68  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

2 

6 

.1363 

.0255 

. 1 1076 

6 

1,321 

28.23  ** 

History  1985  -  1986 

F  rtshmen 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White  £ 

8  lack) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni  c.  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1273 

.1273 

.00006 

1 

1,343 

0.10 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.1273 

.1273 

.00000 

1 

1,344 

0.01 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1111 

.1105 

.00055 

1 

1,347 

0.84 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1105 

.1105 

.00000 

1 

1,348 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1264 

.1236 

.00279 

1 

1.347 

4.30 

Intercept  C  i  f  for  ertces  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1236 

.-1105 

.01314 

1 

1,348 

20.21  ** 

History  1984  -  1985 

Sofihotnoi  e 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Black) 

3  way  Interaction  lest  (A5VAB*sex*cthni  c ;  ty) 

1 

2 

.1360 

.1360 

.OOOOU 

1 

1,430 

0.00 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1360 

.1350 

.00098 

1 

1,431 

1.62 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1144 

.1109 

.00355 

1 

1 ,434 

5.75 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1109 

.1107 

.00016 

1 

1,435 

0  25 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1301 

.1299 

.00018 

1 

1,434 

0.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1299 

.1107 

.01915 

1 

1,435 

31 .57  ** 

History  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(E  thnic ' t y 

=  white, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3  •  way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*'cthni  c  :  ty) 

1 

2 

.1353 

.1348 

.00046 

2 

1,465 

0.39 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.1348 

.1259 

.00394 

2 

1,467 

7.58  •• 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup 

2 

4 

.1348 

.1142 

.02066 

3 

1,467 

11.68  *• 

Slop'  Differences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.1348 

.1337 

.00109 

1 

1,467 

1.85 

History  'I9*U  1985  Junior 

'Ethnicity  e 

White  i 

,  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*  sex'cth.ii  r  ■ 

1 

2 

.1594 

.1584 

.00104 

1 

1,102 

1.37 

Sex  A  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.1564 

.1568 

.00155 

1 

1,103 

2.0) 

Slope  D  i  '  rcrenccs  for  Ser 

7 

e 

.0945 

.0943 

.00015 

1 

1,106 

0.18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

fl 

9 

.0943 

.0681 

.  00626 

1 

1 , 107 

7.65  • 

Slop-  D  1  f  frrenc  n  for  fthmoty 

10 

11 

.  1493 

.  1431 

.00617 

1 

1,106 

8.05  * 

Into  CC-pl  Differ  cutes  for  Illmurty 

1  r 

12 

.  1431 

.0081 

. 05507 

1 

1,107 

71.15  ** 

‘v  /  7 


Table  0-9.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df)  df2  F 


History  1985  ■ 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1030 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.0998 

.0998 

.0850 


.00321  1  428  1.53 

.01474  1  429  7.03 


H i story  1985 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1986  Junior  (Ethnicity 
10  11 

11  12 


White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 
.1281  .1215  .00658 

.1215  .0865  .03495 


1 

1 


409  3.09 

410  16.31 


History  1984  •  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1313 

.1311 

.00026 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1311 

.1310 

•C0001 

History  1984 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black) 

10  11  .2198 

11  '2  .2164 


(Sex  not 
.2164 
.1428 


tested) 
334 
.,  >57 


1 

1 


402  1.72 

403  37.84 


foreign  Language  1984  • 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

6 

.1232 

.1227 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1227 

.1090 

.00051  1  1,012  0.59 

.01377  1  1,013  15.90 


Foreign  Language  1V84 

1985  Fresh.ipvn  (Ct 

hnicity  -  White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1154 

.1120 

.00331 

2 

1,010 

1.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1120 

.1090 

.00309 

2 

1,012 

1.76 

Foreign  language  1985 

•  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0806 

.0791 

.00145 

1 

797 

1.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0791 

.0624 

.01673 

1 

798 

14,50 

Foreign  Language  1985  - 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Bier;  i  Hispanic) 

10  11  .0686  .0674 

11  12  .0674  .0624 


(Sex  not  tested) 
.00119  2 

.00506  2 


795 

797 


0.51 

2.16 


Foreign  Language  1984  •  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1076 

.1023 

00551 

1 

892 

5  31 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex 

8 

9 

.1023 

.0748 

02  756 

1 

893 

27.41 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0760 

.0751 

.00091 

2 

890 

0.44 

Intercept  Oi f f creorcs  fo  Ethnicity 

'1 

’2 

.  0751 

.074  7 

.10039 

2 

892 

0.19 

Foicigr.  language  1985 

-  1986  5 

jphomurc  (Ftnn 

city  =  White 

&  Nonwhitt) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVAB*sex*cthrncity) 

1 

2 

.0680 

.0677 

.00028 

1 

604 

C.  18 

Sex  4  Ithnlcicy  Intec  action  lest 

2 

3 

.067? 

.0677 

.00003 

1 

605 

0.02 

Slu;>e  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

f! 

.0615 

.0592 

00202 

1 

608 

1.31 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0592 

.0412 

.01804 

1 

60? 

1 1 .68 

Slope  Dlffererxes  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0462 

.0433 

00295 

1 

608 

1.88 

Intercept  Differ  trees  for  {tnnici'y 

11 

12 

.0433 

.0412 

00209 

1 

609 

1.33 

Comparison 

R2 

F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^change  df i 

<1*2 

F 

foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Ci fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .1129  .1102  .00274  1  480  1.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1102  .0705  .03961  1  481  21.41 

foreign  Language  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Oi  fferences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1000  .0780  .02197  2  478  5.83 

foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .  0698  .  0651  .00473  1  247  1.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .0651  .0610  .00410  1  248  1.09 

foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  1C  11  .0807  .0565  .02420  1  205  5.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0565  .0510  .00543  1  206  1.19 

Secretary  &  Office  Education  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhitc)  (Sex  not  test  J) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0676  .0673  .00033  1  215  0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0673  .0610  .00625  1  216  1.45 

Secretary  &  Office  Education  1984  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

SI  ope  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0363  .0236  .01273  1  220  2.91 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0236  .0201  .00351  1  221  0.80 

Typing  &  Uord  Processing  1984  -  1935  freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .1247  .1159  .00884  1  507  5.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1159  .1159  .00001  1  508  0.00 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984-1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

S lope  D i f Terences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1601  .1572  .00296  2  505  0.89 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1572  .1159  .04130  2  507  12.42* 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .0721  .0677  .00441  1  492  2.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .0677  .0655  .00218  1  493  1.15 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0979  .0913  .00662  1  445  3.27 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0913  .0888  .00251  1  446  1.23 

lyping  i  Word  Processing  1964  •  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  3  .1002  .C8VC  .01047  1  631  7.34 

Typing  &  Uord  Processing  1984-1965  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  -  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0966  .0965  .00111  2  629  0.39 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0955  .0846  .01087  2  631  3.79 


Table  D-9.  (Continued) 


Compari  son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

dfi 

df2 

F 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  • 

1985  Junior 

(Ethni  c  i  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1046 

.1022 

.00249 

1 

391 

1.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

V 

.1021 

.0870 

.01515 

1 

392 

6.62 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984 

•  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0976 

.0944 

.00317 

1 

359 

1.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0944 

.0897 

.00474 

1 

360 

1.88 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  • 

1986  Junior 

(Ethni ci  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0526 

.0441 

.00850 

1 

221 

1.98 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0441 

.0411 

.00302 

1 

222 

0.70 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1V85 

-1986  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White 

&  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1069 

.0964 

.01057 

1 

221 

2.61 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0964 

.0411 

.05531 

1 

222 

13.59“ 

Typing  &  word  Processing  1984  - 

1965  Senior 

(Ethni c i ty 

r,ot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0865 

.0835 

.00306 

1 

216 

0.72 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0835 

.0806 

.1)0288 

1 

217 

0.68 

Account ing/Bookkeeping  1985  •  1986  Sophomore 

(Fthnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0425 

.0414 

.00115 

1 

311 

0.37 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0414 

.0239 

.01748 

1 

312 

5.69 

Account ing/Bookkeeping  1984  • 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1104 

.1102 

.00023 

1 

239 

0.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1 102 

.0827 

.02746 

1 

240 

7.41  * 

Account ing/Bookkeeping  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0704 

.  t  t-'-C 

.00141 

1 

185 

0.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

a 

9 

.0690 

.  01  90 

.00916 

1 

186 

1.83 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1954 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

,1344 

.1212 

.01322 

1 

247 

3.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

V 

.1212 

.0997 

.02149 

1 

248 

6.06 

Home  Economics  1984  •  1985 

f reshmen 

(Ethnici  ty 

rot 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1991 

.  1991 

.00001  1 

547 

0.01 

Inteiccpt  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1991 

.1805 

.01858  1 

548 

12.72  * 

Home  Economics  1984-1985 

f  reshnt  -n 

(Ethnicity  * 

■  White  &  Buck) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11 

,2470 

.2457 

O 

K> 

O 

o 

519 

0.89 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici ty 

r. 

12 

,2457 

.1571 

.0 8860  1 

520 

61.08“ 

H  omc  Economics  1 V85  -  1 986 

( reshmen 

(Ethnic  i  ty 

nut 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1351 

.13)1 

.00204  1 

312 

0,74 

Inter ccpt  0  i  f  ft: cnees 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1331 

.0916 

.04143  1 

31) 

14.96  • 

3  0 


Table  D-9.  (Continued) 


Compar i son 

R‘ 

F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^Change  dfi 

df2 

F 

Home  Economics  1985-1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1162  .1096  .00877  1  312  3.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .1096  .0916  .01776  1  313  6.26 

Home  Economics  1986  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  6  .1202  .1196  .00056  1  321  0.20 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1196  .1008  .01883  1  322  6.89 


Home  Economics  1986-1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1692  .1518  .01762  1 


321  6.73* 


Home  Economics  1925  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  net  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  1136  .1007  .01287  1  396  5.72 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1007  .0861  .01668  1  395  7.33 

Home  Economics  1985-1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nor  white)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0966  .0900  .00662  1  396  2.80 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0900  .0841  .00596  1  395  2.59 

Home  Economics  1986  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .0636  .0627  .00085  1  279  0.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .0627  .0505  .01222  1  280  3.65 

Hot*  Economics  1984-1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  *  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .0732  .0723  .00093  1  279  0.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0723  .0505  .02174  1  280  6.56 


Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1260  .1247  .00128  1  358  0.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1247  .0690  .05569  1  359  22.84  ’* 


Home  Economics  1985-1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  8  Nonwhi te) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thnici ty 

10 

11 

.0812 

0764 

.00477  1 

358 

1.86 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethni c i ty 

11 

12 

.0/64 

0690 

.00738  1 

359 

2.87 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1935 

Senior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0802 

0796 

.00057  1 

318 

0.20 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0796 

0517 

.02788  1 

319 

9.66  * 

Home  Economics  19(34-1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  8  Nonwhite)  (Sex  r .01 

t  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thnici ty 

10 

11 

.0581 

0565 

.00162  1 

318 

0.55 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0565 

0517 

.004  78  1 

319 

1.62 

Table  0-9.  (Concluded) 


Caspar  i  son 


R 


2 


r-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

full  Restricted 

R^Change 

dfl 

df2 

F 

Conputer  Programming  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0710 

.0680 

.00307 

1 

227 

0.75 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0680 

.0295 

.03848 

1 

228 

9.41  * 

Computer  Programming 

1984 

-  1935  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0446 

.0270 

.01753 

1 

240 

4.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0270 

.0237 

.00330 

1 

241 

0.82 

Computer  Programming 

1985 

•  1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2122 

.1952 

.01698 

1 

157 

3.38 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

e 

9 

.1952 

.1416 

.05361 

1 

158 

10.53  * 

*  P  <  .01. 
**  P  <  .001. 
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Teal c  0-10.  F-Tests  of  Significance  for  Technical  Composite 


s 

Comparison  R 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R2Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Engl \ sh  !  -  IV  1984  • 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  Uhite, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  I nteract i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1589 

.1586 

. 00034 

2 

2,422 

0.48 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.  1586 

.1547 

.00387 

2 

2,424 

5.58  * 

Slope  Differences  tor  Sex 

7 

8 

.1526 

•  H76 

.00506 

1 

2,430 

14.51  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0626 

.0624 

.00016 

2 

2,428 

0.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0624 

.0593 

.00313 

2 

2,430 

4.06 

English  1  -  IV  1985  • 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  I nteract i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni ci  ty) 

1 

2 

1193 

.1186 

.00074 

2 

1,989 

0.83 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1186 

.1158 

.00283 

2 

1,991 

3.20 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0997 

.0974 

.00228 

1 

1,997 

5.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  097c 

.033/ 

.06368 

1 

1,993 

140.96  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0517 

.0494 

.00238 

2 

1,995 

2.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0494 

.0337 

.01562 

2 

1,997 

16.41  ** 

English  I  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(£ thnic i ty 

=  White, 

Black  l 

Hispanic) 

3-way  I nteract i on  lest  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.1698 

.1679 

.00188 

2 

2,296 

2.61 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1679 

.  1673 

.00054 

2 

2,298 

0.74 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1625 

.1491 

.01342 

1 

2,304 

56.92  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0649 

.0641 

.00077 

2 

2,302 

0.95 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0641 

.0484 

.01571 

2 

2,304 

19.34  ** 

English  1  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(E thnic i ty 

=  Whi te, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interact  ion  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici  ty) 

1 

2 

.1733 

.1731 

.00019 

2 

1,942 

0.23 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1731 

.1730 

.00008 

2 

1,944 

0.10 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1607 

.1493 

.01136 

1 

1,950 

26.59  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0716 

.0708 

.00086 

2 

1,948 

0.90 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

1? 

.0708 

.0400 

.03082 

2 

1,950 

32.54  ** 

Engl  i sh  1  -  IV  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnirity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interact  ion  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty ) 

1 

2 

.1449 

.1446 

.00022 

2 

1,721 

0.22 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.  1446 

.1441 

.00055 

2 

’,733 

0.5e 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1373 

.1272 

.01012 

1 

1,729 

20.29  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0298 

.0296 

.00016 

2 

1,727 

0.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0296 

.0102 

.01939 

2 

1,729 

17.28  ** 

English  1  -  IV  1V85  •  1980  Junior  (Ethnirity  =  White  &  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.  1362 

.IV 

.00007 

1 

1,258 

0.11 

Set  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1361 

.1361 

.00003 

1 

1,259 

0.04 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.1336 

.1213 

.01256 

1 

1,262 

18.30  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.0212 

.0209 

.00025 

1 

1,262 

0.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0209 

.0046 

.01629 

1 

1,263 

21.01  ** 

b  3  3 


Table  D-10.  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

.  T 

Restricted  R  Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

English  1  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnici 

ty  =  White, 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.1200 

.1186 

.00142 

2 

1,275 

1.03 

Set  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1186 

.1169 

.00171 

2 

1,277 

1.24 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1103 

.1013 

.00900 

1 

1,283 

12.98  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0443 

.0428 

.00155 

2 

1,281 

1.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0428 

.0323 

.01047 

2 

1,283 

7.C2  •* 

General  Hath  1984  -  1985  freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White 

,  Black  & 

H i spanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (  ASVAB*sex*ethmc  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.0472 

.0457 

.00146 

2 

1,167 

0.89 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0457 

.0443 

.00143 

2 

1,169 

0.88 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0399 

.0397 

.00010 

1 

1,175 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0397 

.0208 

.01894 

1 

1,176 

23.20  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0251 

.0224 

.00275 

2 

1,173 

1.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0224 

.0208 

.00159 

2 

1,175 

0.95 

General  Math  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.0549 

.0481 

.00679 

2 

736 

2.65 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0481 

.0443 

.C0375 

C 

738 

1.45 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0341 

.0329 

.00126 

1 

744 

0.97 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0329 

.0242 

.00870 

1 

745 

6.70  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0321 

.0313 

.00087 

2 

742 

0.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0313 

.0242 

.00708 

2 

744 

2.72 

General  Math  1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0899 

.0864 

.00347 

1 

222 

0.85 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0864 

.0276 

.05877 

1 

223 

14.35  ** 

General  Math  1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Bla 

ck)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0457 

.0454 

.00026 

1 

195 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0454 

.0362 

.00924 

1 

196 

1.90 

General  Math  1984  -  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0756 

.0658 

.00981 

1 

230 

2.44 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0658 

.0559 

.00983 

1 

231 

2.43 

Genera'-  Math  1984  -  1985  Senior 

■  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0870 

.0867 

.00024 

i 

203 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0867 

.0659 

.02081 

1 

2U4 

4.65 

Algebra  1984  -  1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnic>ty 

=  white  & 

Nonwh - t e) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethnic  i  ty) 

i 

2 

.0904 

.0805 

.00187 

1 

1,180 

2.42 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0685 

.0878 

.00073 

1 

1 ,181 

0.94 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

e 

.0863 

.0789 

.00741 

1 

1,184 

9.60  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0789 

.0187 

.06022 

1 

1,185 

77.48  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.0216 

.0198 

.00177 

1 

1,184 

2.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0198 

.0187 

.001 15 

1 

1,185 

1.39 

L>34 


Table  D- 10.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

dfl 

df  2 

Algebra  1985  -  1986 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnic i ty) 

Freshmen 

1 

(Ethnicity  = 

2 

White  & 

.1204 

Nonwhite) 

.1197 

.00067 

1 

708 

Se*  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1197 

.1184 

.00130 

1 

709 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1046 

.0960 

.00856 

1 

712 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0960 

.0276 

.06849 

1 

713 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0510 

.0497 

.00137 

1 

712 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0497 

.0276 

.02210 

1 

713 

Algebra  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 


3way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAS*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.0590 

.0582 

.00073  1 

871 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0582 

.0521 

.00613  1 

872 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0507 

.0447 

.00600  1 

875 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0447 

.0084 

.03630  1 

876 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0125 

.C124 

.00008  1 

875 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0124 

.0084 

.00404  1 

876 

Algebra  1985  -  1986  Sopnomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Monwhite) 


3-way  Interaction  Test 

(ASVAB*sex*ethmci  ty) 

i 

2 

.0858 

.0842 

.00163 

1 

617 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0842 

.0833 

.00096 

1 

618 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0701 

.0642 

.00588 

1 

621 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0642 

.0302 

.03401 

1 

622 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0466 

.0461 

.00048 

1 

621 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0461 

.0302 

.01589 

1 

622 

Algebra  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0333 

.0227 

.01054 

1 

273 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0227 

.0140 

.00871 

1 

274 

Algebra  1985  •  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhi 

tc)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E thnic i ty 

10 

11 

.  0494 

.0485 

.00087 

1 

273 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0485 

.0140 

.03454 

1 

274 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1018 

.0996 

.00220 

1 

511 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0996 

.0791 

.02047 

1 

512 

Geometry  198‘j  -  1986  Freshmen  i 

(Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethmci  ty 

10 

11 

.1011 

.  1005 

.00063 

2 

509 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1003 

.0791 

.02136 

2 

511 

Geometry  1934  -  1985  Soph.-yau 

'  (* 

(Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1179 

.1152 

.00276 

1 

561 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1152 

.0745 

.04065 

1 

562 

Geometry  1984  ■  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thnic i ty 

10 

1  l 

.0858 

.0801 

.00575 

2 

559 

Intercept  D'fferenccs 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0801 

.0746 

.00553 

2 

561 

F 


0.54 
1.04 
6.80  * 
54.02  ** 
1.03 

16.58  ** 


0.67 

5.68 

5.53 

33.29  ** 
0.07 
3.58 


1.10 
0.65 
3.92 
22.60  ** 
0.31 
10.36  * 


2.98 

2.44 


0.25 
9.95  * 


1.25 

11.64  ** 


0.18 
6.07  * 


1 .75 

25.82  ** 


1.76 

1.69 


b'ib 


Table  D- 10.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Conparison  Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  fi^Change  df i  dfj  F 


Geometry  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1810 

.1789 

.00205 

1 

410 

1.03 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1789 

.1072 

.07167 

1 

411 

35.38 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black) 

(Sex 

net 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10  11 

.152? 

.1453 

.00703 

1 

371 

3.08 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.  14S3 

.1059 

.03940 

1 

372 

17.15 

Geometry  1984  ■ 

•  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  rot 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1360 

.1245 

.01155 

1 

305 

4.08 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1245 

.0688 

.05564 

1 

306 

19.45 

Geometry  1964 

•  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

(Sex 

not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10  11 

.0732 

.0701 

.00317 

1 

303 

1 .04 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnic i ty 

11  12 

.0701 

.0688 

.00125 

1 

306 

0.41 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1679 

.1448 

.02310 

1 

123 

3.41 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1448 

.1015 

.04325 

1 

124 

6.27 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  6  Nonwhite) 

(Sex 

not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10  11 

.2123 

.2103 

.00204 

1 

123 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  1? 

.2103 

.1015 

.10873 

1 

124 

17.07 

Geometry  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (E  thmc  i  ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1442 

.1441 

. 000G6 

1 

107 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.1442 

.1389 

.00530 

1 

108 

U.67 

Geometry  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  S,  Nonwhite) 

(Sex 

not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10  11 

.1738 

.1736 

.00018 

1 

107 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1736 

.1389 

.03476 

1 

108 

4.54 

General  Science  1984  -  1985  freshmen  (Ethn1 

'City  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (A$VAB*sex'ethn 

irity)  1  2 

.1445 

.1432 

.00130 

2 

1,956 

1 .48 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interoction  Test 

2  3 

.1432 

.1367 

.00654 

2 

1,958 

7.48 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of 

Subgroup  2  4 

.1432 

.1411 

.00216 

3 

1,958 

1  .64 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.0997 

.0902 

.00947 

1 

274 

2.88 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.0902 

.0649 

.02537 

1 

275 

7.67 

General  Science  1985  •  1986  Freshrcn  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  ID  11  .0789  .0674  .01151 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .0674  .0658  .00159 


1 


240  3.00 

241  C.41 


Table  D  - 10.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison  Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  df i  df2  F 


General  Science  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  Uhite  & 

Nonuhi te) 

3uay  Interaction  Test  (r SVA8*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.1679 

.1667 

.00120  1 

341 

0.49 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1667 

.15'’ 

.01484  1 

342 

6.09 

Slope  Differences  fn»-  Sex 

7 

8 

.1387 

.1359 

.00281  1 

345 

1 .  ',3 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1359 

.0584 

.07752  1 

346 

31.04  “ 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0690 

.0669 

.00207  1 

345 

0.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0669 

.0584 

.00853  1 

346 

3.16 

General  Science  1985  •  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

S 

.1404 

.1392 

.00124  1 

183 

0.26 

Intercept  Differences  tor  Sex 

8 

9 

.1392 

.0804 

.05878  1 

184 

12.56  •* 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnici 

ty  =  White  £  Siacl;)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1335 

.1318 

.00175  1 

158 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.'die 

.0841 

.04772  1 

159 

8.74  * 

General  Science  1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1088 

.1042 

.00462  1 

258 

1.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1042 

.0696 

.03464  1 

259 

10.01  * 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  Uhite  &  Monwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0867 

.0865 

.00018  1 

258 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0865 

.0696 

.01691  1 

259 

4.79 

General  Science  1984  •  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1067 

.1053 

.00137  1 

1  o*> 

0.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1053 

.0533 

.05204  1 

183 

10.64  * 

Biology  I  •  11  1984  -  1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1737 

.1723 

.00138  1 

299 

0.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1723 

.1076 

.064  76  1 

300 

23.47  ** 

Biology  1  •  I!  1984  -  1965 

Freshmen  (Ethnicit' 

y  =  unite  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1199 

.1143 

.00562  1 

299 

1 .91 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1143 

.1076 

.00674  1 

300 

2.28 

Biology  I  -  II  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  -  Uhite  i 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (A$VAB*s(?**L*thni  c  i  ty  > 

1 

2 

.  0920 

.0902 

.00176  i 

1 , 1 20 

2.17 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.093, 

.0925 

.00056  1 

1,120 

0.70 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.09U8 

.0879 

.00293 

1.123 

3.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex. 

8 

V 

',879 

.0357 

.05219  1 

1,124 

64.31  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.006 

.u'.03 

. C0u38  1 

1,123 

0.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1  1 

12 

.0403 

.0357 

.00453  1 

1 , 

5.31 
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Table  D-10.  (Continued) 


Compart  son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Biology  !  -  I  1  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interact i on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

i 

2 

.1134 

.1108 

.00257 

2 

1,371 

1.9V 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1108 

.1086 

.00217 

2 

1,373 

1.68 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

B 

.10M 

.0930 

.00818 

1 

1,379 

12.55  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0546 

.0533 

.00134 

2 

1,377 

0.98 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0533 

.0531 

.00017 

2 

1,379 

C.  12 

biology  I  -  II  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Ditferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1262 

.1044 

.Gc  I  77 

1 

335 

8.35  * 

Biology  I  -  II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (E 

thnicity  =  White,  Black  l 

K  i  spanic ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slopo  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0250 

.0230 

.00199 

2 

333 

0.34 

Intercept  Differences  fer  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0230 

.014', 

.00348 

2 

335 

1.45 

Biology 

I  -  11  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnic 

i  ty  =  White 

Nonwhi te) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVAB*scx 

•ethnicity)  1 

2 

,1470 

.1467 

.00034  1 

397 

0.16 

Sex  R  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1467 

.  1466 

.000,4  1 

398 

0.06 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

C 

.1437 

.  1434 

.00028  1 

401 

0.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1434 

.0683 

.07507  1 

402 

35.23 

*  * 

Slope  differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0694 

.0684 

.00095  1 

401 

0.41 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0684 

.0683 

.00006  1 

402 

0.04 

Biology  1  • 

II  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested; 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.’843 

.1643 

.00000  1 

147 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1843 

.0536 

.13066  1 

148 

23.71 

*  « 

Biology  I  - 

II  1984  - 

1965  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Se-x 

7 

8 

.3062 

.2936 

.01)762  1 

195 

2.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2986 

.1890 

.10962  1 

196 

30.63 

*  * 

Biology  1 

-  1  1  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

-  White  &  black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2779 

.2.  73 

.00061  1 

176 

0.15 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2773 

876 

.08971  1 

177 

21.97 

ft  ft 

Chemistry  !  -  I 

1  19B4  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

~r 

1 

8 

.1260 

.1063 

.01976  1 

168 

3.80 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

E 

9 

.1063 

.0457 

. C6062  1 

169 

11.46 

ft  ft 

Chemistry  I  - 

11  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0935 

.0896 

.00388  1 

426 

1.82 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0096 

.0200 

.06957  1 

427 

32.63 

-0  ft 

Chemistry  1 

-  11  1984 

-  19fS  Juinot 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  6  hr-nkhitc)  (bf* 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0211 

.0201 

.00105  1 

426 

0.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  0201 

.  0200 

. GOODS  1 

427 

U  .02 
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T able  0- 10.  (Continued) 


Compari son 


R2 


fitst  Compar  i  son  Fuli.  Restricted  Full  Restricted  ft2Change  dfi  df2  F 


Chemistry  1  -  II  1934  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0848 

.0846 

.00023 

1 

156 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0846 

.0801 

.00451 

1 

157 

0.77 

Chemistry  I  -  11  1984  - 

1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

n 

.0955 

.0802 

.01526 

i 

156 

2.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0803 

.0801 

.00019 

157 

0.03 

Government  &  civics  1984  - 

1985 

Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1141 

.1133 

.00086 

1 

344 

0.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1133 

.0733 

.03998 

1 

345 

15.56 

*  * 

Government  &  Civics  1985  - 

ly' Soph  "Krone  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Siope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0614 

.05 1C 

.01045 

1 

417 

4.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0510 

.0106 

.04041 

1 

418 

17.80 

*  * 

Government  4  Civics  1985  - 

1986 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Hispanic)  (Gex  net  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0514 

.0514 

.00000 

1 

388 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0514 

.0105 

.04089 

1 

389 

16.77 

** 

Government  &  Civics  1984  - 

1985 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  rested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1339 

.1284 

,0r"'45 

1 

456 

2.87 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1284 

0555 

.07294 

1 

457 

38.24 

Government  6  Civics  1984 

•  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0793 

.0778 

.00148 

1 

456 

0.73 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0778 

.0555 

.02237 

1 

457 

11.09 

*  * 

Government  8.  Civics 

1985 

-  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*ethni c i t y ) 

1 

2 

.1111 

.1109 

.00017 

1 

707 

0. 14 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.1109 

.1107 

.00021 

1 

708 

0.17 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.1102 

.0916 

.01863 

1 

711 

14.89 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.0349 

.0322 

.00268 

1 

711 

1.98 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0322 

.0278 

.00441 

1 

712 

3.25 

Government  4  Civics 

1954 

-  1935 

Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White 

S.  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (AS\AB*scx*cthnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.1142 

.1135 

.00071 

1 

60? 

0.48 

sex  a  ethnicity  internet i on  lest 

2 

3 

.1135 

.  11 04 

.00311 

1 

603 

2.11 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1095 

.1087 

.00083 

1 

606 

0.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1087 

.062? 

.04579 

1 

607 

31.18 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0629 

.0629 

.00001 

1 

606 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.0629 

.0629 

.00002 

1 

607 

0.01 
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Table  D • 10 .  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

& ‘■Change 

df  i 

df  2 

F 

History  1904  •  1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnic i ty  = 

White, 

Blacx  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1631 

.1658 

.00227 

2 

1,319 

1.80 

Sex  S,  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1658 

.1628 

.00301 

2 

1,321 

2.39 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex. 

7 

8 

.1599 

.1576 

.00229 

1 

1,327 

3.61 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1576 

.0831 

.07448 

1 

1,328 

117.41 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1  i 

.0891 

.0862 

.00235 

2 

1,325 

2.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0862 

.0831 

.00316 

2 

1,327 

2.29 

History  1935  -  1986 

T  reshsien 

(Ethnicity  - 

Unite  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1099 

.1078 

.00215 

1 

1,344 

3.24 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1104 

.1102 

.00016 

1 

1,344 

0.24 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1055 

.1016 

.00392 

1 

1,347 

5.90 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1016 

.0653 

.03630 

1 

1,348 

54  ,i'-4 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0730 

.0729 

.00012 

1 

1,34  7 

0.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0729 

.0653 

.00767 

1 

1,348 

11.15 

*  * 

History  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White 

S  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAi  *sex*cthmc  i  ty) 

1 

? 

.1312 

.1281 

.00313 

1 

1,431 

5.16 

Sex  a  Ethnicity  Interaction  Tast 

2 

3 

.1306 

.1297 

.00094 

1 

1,431 

1.55 

Slope  Differences  for  sex 

7 

8 

.1226 

.1199 

.00273 

1 

1,434 

4.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  S _ ' 

8 

9 

.1109 

.0629 

.05695 

1 

1,435 

92.85 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0775 

.0772 

.00025 

1 

1,434 

0.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0772 

.0629 

.01431 

1 

1,435 

22.26 

** 

History  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

Black  4  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB'sex*ethn: c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1479 

.1415 

.00639 

2 

1,466 

5.49 

* 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1473 

.1425 

.00485 

2 

1,467 

4.18 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1266 

.1189 

.00770 

1 

1,473 

12. 9B 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0748 

.  0740 

.00076 

2 

1,471 

0.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0740 

.043w 

.03059 

2 

1,473 

24  33 

** 

History  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  - 

white  & 

Black) 

3*way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*et^ni c 1 ty) 

1 

2 

.1u53 

.  1634 

.00190 

1 

1,102 

2.51 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

*> 

3 

.  163«, 

.1630 

.00037 

1 

1,103 

0.48 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1503 

.1409 

.00938 

1 

1,106 

12.21 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.0878 

.0875 

.00036 

1 

1,106 

0.44 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0875 

.0578 

.02970 

1 

1,107 

36.03 

History  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tes 

ted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1196 

.  1  r,96 

.01004 

1 

428 

4.88 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1096 

.0274 

.08216 

i 

429 

39.58 

*  * 

h istoi y  1$S5  -  19E6 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  bln 

ck )  ( Sex  not 

testeu) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0507 

.0432 

.00244 

1 

409 

1.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0482 

.0257 

.02255 

1 

410 

9.71 

* 

d  4  0 


T able  D- 10 .  (Conti nued) 


Comparison 


R2 


I 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Ful l  Restricted 

R2Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

History  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

2079 

.I960 

.01194 

i 

423 

6.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

1960 

.1342 

.06’79 

1 

424 

32.58 

History  1984 

•  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

8  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

1905 

.1890 

.00146 

1 

402 

0.72 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

1890 

.1396 

.04938 

1 

403 

24.54 

Foreign  Language  1984 

-  1985  freshmen 

(Ethnic i ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1068 

.1046 

.00221 

1 

1,012 

2.51 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex 

8 

9 

.1046 

.0315 

.0730  7 

1 

1,013 

62.66 

Foreign  Language  1984  • 

1985  freshnen  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

Black  i 

H  i  spam  c ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  E'hnicity 

ID 

11 

0339 

.0334 

.00045 

2 

1,010 

0.23 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0334 

.0315 

.00195 

2 

1,012 

1.02 

Foreign  Language  1985 

•  1986  F  re  jhif.cn 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0769 

.0655 

.01140 

1 

797 

9.84 

foreign  Language  1 98b  - 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

,  Black  4 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0210 

-C  .54 

.00562 

2 

795 

2.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0154 

.0115 

.00336 

2 

797 

1.56 

Foreign  Language  1984 

-  1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

e 

.1082 

.0934 

.01484 

1 

692 

14.84 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Sophcxaore  (E 

tnnicity  =  White,  Black  & 

Hispanic 

)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0134 

.0064 

.00698 

2 

890 

3.15 

Intc-cept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0064 

•  OC55 

.00093 

2 

892 

0.42 

Foreign  Language 

19C5  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White 

:  8  Nonwh i 

tc) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty )  1 

2 

.0906 

.0895 

.00116 

1 

604 

0.77 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0895 

.0890 

.00048 

1 

605 

0.32 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0862 

.0769 

.00733 

1 

608 

4.88 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0789 

.0098 

.06909 

1 

609 

45.68 

Slope  Difference:,  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0154 

.0098 

.00560 

1 

608 

3.46 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicitv 

11 

12 

.0098 

.0098 

.00002 

1 

609 

0.02 

Foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not  i 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1135 

.1130 

.00047 

1 

247 

0.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1130 

.0331 

.07992 

1 

243 

22.35 

Foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  white  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0166 

.0144 

.00218 

1 

205 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0144 

.0129 

.00153 

1 

206 

U.32 

54  1 


T able  D - 10.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R2 


F*Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

Exchange 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

0647 

.06*5 

.000,-1 

1 

224 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

0645 

.0321 

.03246 

1 

225 

7.8  i 

* 

Foreign  Language  1984  *  1965  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  nr  t  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0193 

.0098 

.00947 

1 

185 

1.79 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

0098 

.0095 

.00035 

1 

186 

0.07 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  - 

1985  freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

1401 

.1298 

.01037 

1 

507 

6.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

1298 

.0929 

.03688 

1 

508 

21.53 

** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  15oh 

•  1985  Freshmen  (Ethn icily  =  Wnite, 

Black  & 

Hispanic ) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0984 

.0=75 

.00092 

2 

505 

0.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0975 

.0929 

.00458 

2 

507 

1.29 

Typing  £  Word  Process  mg  1985  - 

1986  Freshiro,, 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0855 

.0855 

.00004 

1 

492 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0855 

.0418 

.04370 

1 

493 

23.56 

** 

Typing  &  word  Processing  1935 

-  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  & 

Hispanic)  (Sex  i 

tes led) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0415 

.0358 

.00563 

• 

445 

2.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0558 

.0353 

.00053 

1 

446 

C.25 

Typing  £  Word  Processing  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  0837 

.  0796 

.00363 

1 

(31 

2.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

,U796 

.  1174 

.06211 

1 

632 

42.65 

** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1934 

-  1985  Sophomore  (Ethniciy  =  White, 

e'ack  £ 

H i spani cl 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  O'ffcrences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  0260 

.0212 

.00454 

? 

629 

1.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.0212 

.01/4 

003 

2 

631 

1.21 

Typing  £  Word  Processing  1985  • 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0975 

.0707 

.C’6C0 

1 

405 

12.02 

*  #• 

Typing  £  Word  Processing  1985 

■  1980  Sophomore  (Etr.nic:  ty  -  Unite  £ 

8lack) 

-ex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0474 

.  04^4 

.00003 

1 

374 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Etnnieity 

1  1 

12 

.0474 

.0594 

.UD/vv 

1 

375 

3.15 

Typing  &  Word  processing  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic  ity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1248 

.  1  ’93 

.00547 

i 

2.44 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1 193 

.017' 

.  1 0 1  B 

1 

45 . 32 

*  * 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  19b5  Jumo 

(E  thm  ci  ty 

■  White  & 

6  lack! 

(Sex  nut  tc 

S'  ;d) 

S!opc  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1  I 

.020? 

.0207 

.00026 

1 

35? 

0 . 1 0 

Intercept  tn  f  fercncc*  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.020? 

.0236 

.0000' 

1 

360 

l  02 

T able  D - 1 U .  (Continued 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


f'H  i 


Restr i  ed 


Full 


Restricted  2‘Ctiangc  dfi 


Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1985  • 

1986  Jun 

■or  (Ethnicity 

not  tes*ed) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.0877  ,078o 

.00914 

1 

221 

2.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0786  .0214 

.05/18 

1 

222 

13.78 

*  * 

Typing  4  WorJ  Processing  1985 

-1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

wii’te  6  Nonwhite)  iSex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0690  . Q5o2 

.01285 

1 

221 

3.05 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.0562  02V. 

.03478 

1 

222 

8.18* 

Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1984  • 

19.85  $0.1 

ior  'Etnnicity 

no.  tested; 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

1 

8 

.0546  .38 

.03080 

1 

r  .0 

0.’8 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

a 

9 

.0538  .0183 

.03544 

1 

?17 

8.  ... 

Account ing/Bookkevping  1985  -  1 

°86  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tester!) 

Slope  Differences  ‘or  Sex 

7 

8 

.’294  .1035 

.02573 

1 

311 

9.19 

* 

Hone  Economics  984  - 

1985 

F  reshmer. 

(Ethiicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1578  .1576 

.00024 

1 

547 

0.15 

Intercept  Differerces  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1576  .0671 

.  09049 

1 

548 

58.86 

w  * 

Home  Ece'omics  1984 

•1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  -  White  4  6lack)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.’517  .1517 

.00000 

1 

519 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

A  * 

12 

.  1 3 1 /  . 0602 

.09145 

1 

520 

56.06** 

Here  Economics  l 985 

1986 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1700  .1633 

. 0066h 

1 

312 

2.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1633  .0367 

.12659 

1 

313 

47.35 

*  * 

Home  Economics  1985  • 

1986 

Fresr.mcn 

(Ethnicity  =  Wh 

i  te  6  Nonwr.i  tc)  (Sc.< 

not  tested) 

Slope  Diffe-ences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0.57  .1533 

00238 

1 

312 

0.79 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0533  .0367 

.01657 

1 

313 

5.48 

Home  .  nomics  1984  • 

1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  it 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  "ox 

8 

.1287  .12.7 

.00003 

1 

321 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1287  ,0C- . 

.09433 

1 

322 

34.36 

i.  * 

Home  Economics  1984-1985  Sophomore  (Ethn  t/ 
S i otoe  Differences  for  Etnnicity  10  1 

Intercept  Differences  ter  Ethnicity  11  I* 


Unite  8  Nonwh'tr)  (Sex  not  tesfed) 


.0959  .09.22  ,00jo6  1 

.0922  .03.4  .05287  1 


321  1.30 

322  20.53** 


H  Of  fit  tconomi  cs  19Q5  ■ 

•  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  n  t  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1123 

.1116 

lntercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1116 

.0207 

.  Uu065  1  394  0.2V 

.09091  1  395  40.42  *• 


Heme  Ecmomi  :s  1985  -1936  Sophomore  (Fthnic  (> 

=  White  6  f.'Oiiwh i 

te)  (Sex  rot 

I'stfcd) 

Slope  Differences  for  Eihi:if«vv 

10  11 

.0357 

.0235 

00725 

394 

2.96 

Intercept  l/iffereo*  for  L  hnicity 

11  12 

.1)285 

.020' 

007/6  1 

395 

3.15 

Compari son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^CK-onge 

df  *i 

df2 

} 

Home  Economics  19BA  -  193S  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

:  tes.ed) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex  7 

8 

.0946 

.0942 

.00041 

1 

co 

r*i 

0.14 

Intercept  Difference: 

for  Sex  8 

9 

.0942 

.0179 

.07637 

1 

319 

26.89  ** 

'lone  Economics  1984-1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  Uhite  &  Nonwhi 

te)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity  10 

11 

.0220 

.0214 

.00059 

1 

3 1  £ 

0.19 

intercept  Differences 

for  Ethncity  11 

12 

.0214 

.0179 

.00349 

1 

319 

1.14 

Computer  Progr-  mg  ''->84  -  i9S5  Junior  (Ethnicity 

nor  lest  .-d) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex  7 

8 

.1614 

.1609 

.00059 

1 

240 

0.17 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex  8 

9 

.1609 

.0702 

.09070 

1 

241 

26.05  ** 

Computer  Programming  1984  -  1985  Scni 

or  (Ethr,  city 

not  tested) 

Slope  Difference"-  for 

Sex  7 

8 

.0502 

.0502 

.00001 

1 

152 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex  8 

9 

.0502 

.0474 

.00283 

1 

153 

0.46 

*  P  <  .01. 
-*  P  <  .001 . 
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Table  D - 1 1 .  F- Tests  of  Significant-**  zcr  General  Composite 


Compar  i  son 


R‘ 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  1 

Restricted 

(^Change 

df  1 

df2 

Engiisn  1  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White 

,  Black  & 

H  span i c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2725 

.2718 

.00073 

2 

2,422 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2718 

.2663 

. 00550 

2 

2,424 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup 

i  2 

4 

.2718 

.2639 

.00794 

3 

2,424 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.2718 

.2644 

.00737 

1 

2,424 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

2 

6 

.2713 

.2708 

.00098 

2 

2,42- 

English  1  -  IV  1935  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

-  White 

,  Black  & 

H i span i c ) 

3-way  interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*et hni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2037 

.2075 

.00121 

2 

1,989 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2075 

.2043 

.00318 

2 

1,991 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1966 

.1938 

.00276 

1 

1,997 

Intercept  ■'  i  f  f  ererces  fer  Sex 

8 

9 

.1938 

.1520 

.04185 

1 

1,998 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1572 

.1538 

.00337 

2 

1,995 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1538 

.  1520 

.00184 

2 

1,997 

Englisr,  I  •  IV  1984  -  198S  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic) 


3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA6*so>*etnw;  i  ty; 

1 

2 

.2942 

.2939 

.00031 

2 

2,296 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2939 

.2922 

.00169 

2 

2,298 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

£ 

.2909 

.2762 

.01475 

1 

2,304 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2162 

.2132 

.00300 

2 

2,302 

intcicep’  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

’1 

12 

.2132 

.2177 

.00048 

i 

2,304 

English  I  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White 

,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  interaction  Te.n  (ASVAB*se. .  ‘ethnici  ty) 

1 

2 

.2415 

.2414 

.00017 

2 

’,942 

Sex  8  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2414 

.2405 

.00083 

2 

1,944 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2365 

.2254 

.01110 

1 

1,950 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1627 

.1618 

•0008m 

2 

1,948 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1618 

.1549 

.00688 

2 

1,950 

English  1  -  IV  1934 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  Wni  te, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3  way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*cthn;c l ty ) 

1 

2 

.2411 

.2409 

.00021 

2 

1,721 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

7 

.  2409 

.2406 

.00026 

2 

1,723 

Slept  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2389 

.2266 

.01230 

1 

1,729 

i'O'jp  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1324 

.1323 

.00010 

2 

1,727 

Intercept  oifferer  ues  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1323 

.1297 

.00268 

2 

1,729 

tngii3h  i  -  1965 

-  1986  junior 

lEtnnic i ty 

=  Wn  i  te 

£  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*cthni c i t y ) 

1 

2 

.2196 

.2195 

.00011 

1 

1,258 

sex  6  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2195 

.2195 

.00002 

1 

1,259 

Sicpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2191 

.2067 

.01236 

1 

1,262 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.  1043 

.1033 

.00103 

1 

1,262 

Irter  ot  Diffc  cnees  far  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.  1033 

.1033 

.00001 

1 

1 , 26? 

Engl i sh  1  -  i J  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnic  i  ty 

-  White, 

Biaik  £ 

H  i  spam  c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB'sex'e t hn i c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.  1934 

.1912 

.00216 

2 

1 ,275 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Inieraction  Test 

2 

3 

.  1912 

.1904 

.00083 

2 

1,277 

S' ope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

6 

.1851 

.  1 779 

.00724 

i 

1,283 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.  1385 

.1353 

.003 17 

2 

1,281 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1353 

.13-6 

. 00068 

2 

1,283 

F 


1.21 
9.  15  l* 
8  81  *' 
24.52  ** 
1.63 


1.52 
3.99 
6.35  * 
103.71  ** 
3.99 
2.17 


0.51 

2.76 

47.91  ** 
4.40 
C.7C 


0.22 

1.07 

28.36  ** 
0.93 
8.00  ** 


0.24 

0.29 

27.94  ** 
0.10 
2.67 


0.17 
0.03 
19.97  ** 
1 .45 

0.C2 


1.71 
0.66 
11 .39  ** 
2.36 
0.50 
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Table  0-11.  (Continued) 


Conpar  i  son 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

full  Restricted 

R'-Chongc 

dfl 

Of  2 

F 

General  Math  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  = 

White, 

Black  £  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (A$VA6*sex*ethni c l ty) 

1 

2 

1054 

.1052 

.0001? 

2 

1,167 

0.08 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

1052 

.1017 

.00353 

2 

1,169 

2.31 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

0986 

.0935 

.00012 

1 

1,175 

0.16 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

0985 

.0890 

.00952 

1 

1,176 

12.41 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

0927 

.0920 

.00076 

2 

1,173 

0.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

0919 

.0890 

.00295 

2 

1,175 

1  .91 

General  Math  1985  - 

1986  freshmen 

(Ethnici ty  ; 

White  i 

i  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( A?VA6*sex*cthni c i ty) 

1 

2 

0433 

.0433 

.00006 

1 

549 

0.03 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

0433 

.0405 

.00280 

1 

550 

1  .61 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

0364 

.0359 

.00051 

1 

553 

0.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

0359 

.0289 

. 00699 

1 

554 

4.02 

Slope  Differences  for  Etnnicity 

iO 

n 

0329 

.0303 

.00265 

1 

553 

1.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

0303 

.0289 

.00135 

1 

554 

0.77 

General  Math  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  white 

,  Black  £  Hi 

spani c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (AS9A8*sex*C'thni  c.  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1269 

.1229 

.00408 

2 

736 

1.72 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.  1229 

.1182 

.00465 

2 

738 

1.96 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1000 

.0957 

.00430 

1 

744 

3.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0957 

.0915 

.00419 

1 

745 

3.45 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.1108 

.1033 

.00747 

2 

742 

3.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1033 

.0915 

.01175 

2 

744 

4.88 

.  .  ~  I  U  -  •  '•  1  * 

'  926  Scphc...  •  c 

;;>'-r;city 

-  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1211 

.  ,183 

.00274 

1 

305 

0.95 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1184 

.1166 

.00180 

1 

306 

0.62 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1053 

.1050 

.00024 

1 

309 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1050 

.0664 

.03864 

1 

310 

13.33 

Si  op.  Differences  *or  Ethnicity 

10 

1  1 

.3774 

.0772 

.00017 

1 

309 

0.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1  i 

12 

OS' 

n-r'fn 

1 

310 

3.64 

General  Math  1984  -  1985  Junior  (tthnicity  =  White  £  Black) 


3-way  Interaction  Test 

( ASVAB*sc**cthm c i ty) 

1 

2 

.0708 

.0698 

.00094 

1 

266 

0.27 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.0698 

.0698 

.00000 

i 

267 

0.00 

Slopje  Di  f  f erences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.0664 

.0659 

.00047 

1 

270 

0.  13 

intercept  Differetices 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0659 

.0354 

.05057 

1 

271 

8.87 

SI  ope  Di f f erences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11 

.0384 

.0380 

.00034 

1 

270 

0.09 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0380 

.0354 

.00267 

1 

271 

0.75 

General  Math  1935  - 

1986 

Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

3 

.1386 

.1357 

.00290 

1 

222 

0.75 

Intercept  Ctffrrences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.135/ 

.0967 

.03907 

1 

223 

10.08 

General  Math  1985 

-  1986 

Junior 

(f  thmc  i  ty 

=  Unite  £  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

SI op>e  D i f f erences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

1  1 

.1323 

.1274 

.00494 

1 

195 

1.11 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1274 

.1266 

.00084 

1 

196 

0.19 

546 


Table  0-11.  (Continued) 
Comparison 


f-Test  Comparison 

Till  Restricted 

Ful  l 

Restr ic .ed 

R^Change 

d*  1 

d!  2 

F 

General  Math  1984  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnic'ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

nnpp 

08M 

.  00-'-80 

i 

230 

1.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0851 

.053 L 

.00171 

1 

231 

0.43 

General  Math  1989  -  1985 

Senior  CEthnicity  -  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1185 

.1185 

.00005 

1 

203 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1185 

.0964 

.02206 

204 

5.11 

Algebra  1989  -  1985 

F  re-.hr, ven 

(Ethnic i ty  - 

White  & 

Ncnwh i te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA6*scx*cthm c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2038 

.1965 

.00532 

1 

1 ,  1 80 

7.83  * 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

o 

3 

.1985 

.1984 

. 00008 

1 

1 , 181 

0.12 

sIgdc  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.1931 

.1878 

.00527 

1 

1 ,  184 

7.74  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

S 

9 

.1878 

.1343 

.05350 

1 

1,185 

73.06  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

ii 

.1455 

.1388 

. 00673 

1 

1,184 

9.32  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1388 

.1343 

.00453 

1 

1,185 

6.23 

Algebra  1985  -  1586 

F  reshmen 

(Ethn  .- 1  ty  = 

Whi  te  C. 

Ncnwh  i‘.e) 

3-way  Interaction  Tost  (ASVA8*sex*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2032 

.2030 

.00019 

1 

708 

C.  17 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

? 

3 

.2030 

.2018 

.00120 

1 

709 

1.06 

Slope  Differences  tor  Sex 

7 

8 

.1983 

.1968 

.00155 

1 

712 

1.38 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1968 

.1428 

.05400 

1 

713 

■'.7.93  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1  i 

.1465 

.  lAol 

.00039 

1 

712 

0.32 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1461 

.1428 

.00336 

1 

713 

2.81 

Algcb-a  1985  -  1585 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

-  White 

&  henwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA6*scx*cthnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.1428 

.1426 

.00015 

1 

871 

0.15 

Sex  &  E^.nic;ty  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1426 

.1348 

.00788 

1 

872 

8.01  ‘ 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1329 

.1235 

.00940 

1 

875 

9.49  * 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1235 

.0909 

.03259 

1 

876 

32.57  ** 

Siope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0921 

.0920 

.0001 1 

1 

875 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0920 

.0909 

.00103 

1 

876 

0.99 

Algebra  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  Unite 

&  Nonwh i te) 

3-woy  Interaction  lest  (ASVA6*scx*ct!inic  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.1319 

.1315 

.00038 

1 

617 

0.27 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

? 

3 

.1315 

.1293 

.00226 

1 

618 

1.61 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1254 

.1223 

.00309 

1 

621 

2.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1223 

.1001 

.02219 

1 

622 

15.72  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1026 

.1022 

.00046 

1 

621 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1022 

.1001 

.00208 

1 

622 

1.44 

Aigebra  1984  -  1905  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  t. 

Black) 

3*  way  interaction  Test  ( ASVA3*sex*ethm c '  t y ) 

' 

2 

.1764 

.1757 

.00066 

1 

489 

0.39 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

? 

3 

.1757 

.  1  74C 

.00170 

1 

490 

1.01 

Slope  Difference.^  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1574 

.1537 

.00372 

1 

493 

2.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1537 

.109/ 

.04401 

1 

494 

25.69  ** 

Slope  . 1  i f f er triicvs  f luu 

in 

11 

.1214 

.1132 

.00823 

1 

493 

4.62 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.1132 

.  1 097 

.00347 

1 

494 

1.94 
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Tabic  D- 1 1 .  (Continued) 


Conpar  i  son 


R 


2 


Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

full  Rest  lie  ted  Change 

of  1 

dft> 

f 

A'gebrn  1905  - 

1986  Junior  (l  thm  city  r.ot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sc.-, 

7  8 

.1505 

.  1349 

. C 1 565 

1 

273 

5.03 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

S  9 

.1349 

.115' 

.01980 

1 

274 

6.27 

Algebra  1585 

*  1986  Junior  (fthnicity  *  White  &  Sonwhitc) 

(Sex  r.ot  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10  11 

.1200 

.1166 

.00336 

1 

273 

1.04 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici ty 

11  12 

.1166 

.1151 

.00155 

1 

274 

0.48 

Algebra  1 98s  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethmnty  not  te 

sted) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.1230 

.  1087 

.01431 

1 

265 

4.32 

Intercept  Differences 

fc  Sex 

8  9 

.1087 

.0597 

.04892 

1 

266 

14.60  ** 

Algebra  1989 

-  1985  Senior  ((  thm  city  =  Unit 

c  4  Ncnwhite) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope-  Differences  for 

Fthni c i ty 

10  11 

.0317 

.0636 

.01806 

1 

265 

5.2i 

Intercept  Differences 

for  E Ihnic i ty 

11  12 

.0636 

.0597 

.CC389 

1 

266 

1.11 

Geometry  1985  - 

1986  Frcshrocn  (Ethmcity  n^t 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2336 

.2336 

. 00004 

1 

5ii 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2336 

.2188 

.01475 

1 

512 

9.85  * 

6 C on< try  1935  -  1 534  F reshmen  (Fthnicity  =  White, 

6lack  4  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  tor 

tthm  c  i  ty 

10  11 

.2232 

.2193 

.00391 

2 

509 

1.28 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.2193 

.2188 

.00048 

2 

511 

C.16 

Geometry  1585  - 

1985  Scpnonorc  (Ethmcity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2155 

.2155 

.00001 

1 

561 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2155 

.1950 

.02051 

1 

562 

14.69  ** 

Geometry  198'.  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  Unite 

,  Black  4  Hispnmc) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10  11 

.2062 

.1983 

.00793 

2 

559 

2.79 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11  12 

.1983 

.1950 

.00328 

2 

561 

1.15 

Geometry  1985  • 

1986  Sopho-norc  (Ethmcity  r.ot 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  8 

.2521 

.2511 

.00101 

1 

410 

0.55 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

e  9 

.2511 

.2110 

.04006 

1 

411 

21.98  ** 

Geometry  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  - 

Unite  4  Black) 

(Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic  l  ty 

10  11 

.2443 

■0?153 

1 

371 

10.57  * 

Geometry  198-. 

-  1985  Junior  (Ethnic'ty  not  t 

ested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7  C 

.2097 

.2035 

.00614 

1 

305 

2.37 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8  9 

.2035 

.1616 

.04197 

1 

306 

16.13  ** 

Geometry  1985 

-  1985  Junior  (Ethmcity  -  Wim 

te  4  hon«hi to) 

( Sr* 

nut  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thm  city 

10  11 

.  1631 

.1665 

.00158 

1 

305 

C.58 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Fthnicity 

11  1? 

.1665 

.1616 

.0049/ 

1 

306 

1.83 

b48 


Tat>lc  0-11  .  ( Coni i nucd ) 


Coopar i son 


R4- 


F •  T c s t  Cotipurison 

full 

Rest  l  ie  ted 

Pul  l 

Restricted 

R^Changr 

d<  i 

df  2 

f 

Gcorictr>  TViiS 

•  T9&6  Junior  (L 

t hi. icily  not  test 

cd) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

a 

.  2063 

.2057 

.00065 

1 

173 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2057 

.1754 

.03028 

1 

124 

4.73 

Geometry  1985 

*  1986  Junior  (£ 

thmcity  -  white 

c.  No:vh  1 1  e )  (Sex  rv. t 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2342 

.2401 

.04410 

1 

123 

7.58  * 

Geometry  1984 

-  1935  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differ one  os  fo*  Sex 

7 

8 

.2065 

.2061 

.00037 

i 

107 

C.U5 

1  ntcrccpt  Differences  for  So 

6 

9 

.206' 

.2060 

.00005 

i 

1 03 

0.01 

Geometry  198<« 

■  1985  Senior  (E 

•  hrv  c  i  ty  -  White 

6  honwhi 

•r)  (Sc*  not 

tested) 

$  1  c-pc  D  •  1 1  erei  c  c*.  for  F*hmcity 

It 

11 

.  2206 

.2189 

.001  76 

i 

107 

G.  ?- 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

\2 

.2139 

.  2060 

,0123s 

1 

108 

1  .77 

Calculus  1985 

-  1986  Ji.nior  (t 

thmcity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

e 

.0721 

.065? 

.00685 

* 

1  4  7 

1  GS 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0652 

.065' 

. 0u0l? 

1 

1-6 

0.02 

General  Snenc 

c  1984  •  1985  Fie 

shmen  (Ethnicity 

-  Wh  1 1  e 

,  Black  &  hi 

spun i c  ) 

Vw^w  Interaction  Test  <  ASVAR*se»  *er  hnic  i  Tv  1  1 

2 

.  2Pan 

.?«5? 

nn?7c 

9 

1  946 

3  76 

Sc*  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2852 

.  2770 

.00739 

2 

1,958 

10.12  ** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  ct 

Subgroup  2 

4 

.2352 

.2632 

.00205 

3 

1,958 

1.37 

General  Science  1985  •  1986  freshir.cn  (Ethnicity  nai 

tested) 

Siope  Differences  for  Sen 

7 

8 

.  1376 

.1375 

.00001 

1 

274 

C.00 

intercept  Differences  for  Sc* 

8 

9 

.  1375 

.1287 

.00884 

1 

275 

2.32 

General  Science 

1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  - 

Wn i to  a 

Bmck)  (Sex 

n..t  tested 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1512 

.1293 

.02190 

1 

240 

6.19 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1293 

.1292 

.00014 

1 

241 

0.04 

Genera!  Science  1984  •  1965  Scfv.onio:  e  (Ethnicity  =  wn-.tc  6  honwhite) 

3-way  Inter  act  ion  Tost  ( A$VA6*sex*et r,n 

'City)  1 

2 

.2843 

.  2838 

.00049 

1 

341 

0.23 

Sex.  &  Ethnicity  1  ntcrac  1 1  on  Test 

2 

3 

.2839 

.2697 

.01416 

1 

342 

6.76  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2426 

.2378 

.004  76 

1 

345 

2.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2378 

.1951) 

.04281 

1 

346 

19.44  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

li 

.2302 

.7183 

.  0 1 1 88 

1 

345 

5.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethmciiy 

1  i 

12 

.2183 

.1950 

.02333 

1 

346 

10.33  * 

General  Science  1965  -  19ce  Sophomore  (ttr.r.ieity  not 

tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

6 

.1761 

.1781 

. C0004 

1 

165 

•J.01 

1  r.t e (  c opt  D  i  f  f  or  enc cs  for  S ex 

8 

9 

.  1  781 

.  K96 

. 028-9 

1 

U 

6.33 

General  Science  1 

985  •  1956  So|v»ok 

'ji  "  (E  lh.n  c  1 1  y  = 

White  & 

Black)  (Sc> 

nut  tested 

) 

S1 ope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.  '996 

.  197R 

.00172 

1 

158 

0.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1972 

.  1  ■ - 

.02548 

1 

155 

5 . 05 

bA  0 


Table  D  -  i  i  .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full 


Restricted 


Full 


Restricted  R^Change  dfi  df2 


General  Science  1984  • 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1008 

.0794 

.02144  1 

174 

4.15 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.0794 

.0543 

.02508  1 

175 

4.77 

General  Science  1984  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  £ 

Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Di f ferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1303 

.1288 

.00153  1 

149 

0.26 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1288 

.0668 

.06197  1 

150 

10.67  * 

General  Science  1935  • 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.22S0 

.2250 

.00000  1 

2S8 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  fo  Sex 

8 

9 

.2249 

.2042 

.02074  1 

259 

6.93  * 

General  Science  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  £  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.210.' 

.2043 

.00623  1 

258 

2.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethn'cly 

1 1 

12 

.2043 

.2042 

.00013  1 

259 

0.04 

General  Science  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Di f ferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1111 

.1110 

.00017  1 

182 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1110 

.  u832 

.02774  1 

183 

5.71 

Eiology  I  -  11  1984  - 

1985  freshmen 

(Ethnicity  not 

:  tested) 

S 1  c-;>  C  i  f  fer cnees  for  Sex 

/ 

Cj 

.2439 

.  2478 

.00109  1 

299 

0.4  . 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2478 

.2228 

.02502  1 

300 

9.98  * 

Biology  i  •  I  1  1984 
Slope  Di f ferences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhi'e)  (Sex  not  tested) 

10  11  .2269  .2228  .00410  1 

11  12  .2228  .2228  .00003  1 


299  1.58 

300  0.01 


Biology  I  -  II  1985  •  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  £  Black) 


3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*elhnic i ty ) 

i 

2 

.1893 

.1889 

.00032 

1 

1,120 

0.45 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1891 

.1891 

.00000 

1 

1,120 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

,1881 

.1879 

.00016 

1 

1,123 

u.2’ 

Intercept  D  f ferences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

,1879 

.1512 

.03669 

1 

1,124 

50.78 

Siope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

,1521 

.1520 

.00010 

1 

1,123 

0.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

,1520 

.1512 

.00084 

1 

1,124 

1.12 

Biology  I  -  II  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

Black  £ 

H i spani c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2772 

.2771 

.00003 

2 

1,371 

0.03 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2772 

.2695 

.00769 

2 

1,373 

7.31) 

Consistent  Ovc-r  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup 

4 

.2772 

.2592 

.01792 

3 

1,373 

11.35 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

2 

5 

.2772 

.2595 

.01763 

1 

1,373 

33.50 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

2 

6 

.2772 

.2765 

.00069 

2 

1,373 

0.65 

Biology  I  -  II  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

~r 

8 

.2445 

.2236 

.01594 

1 

335 

7.07 

Bioicq/  I  -  M  1905  -  1906  Soph'  x>re  (Ethni 

city  =  White, 

,  Black  £ 

f.  i  spam 

c)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

S ; ope  D i  f  f t "cnees  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1642 

.  1604 

.00383 

2 

333 

0.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ii 

.2 

.1604 

.1583 

.00203 

2 

335 

0.40 

550 


Table  P - 1 1 ■  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

full 

Restricted 

full  Restricted  1 

R^Chonge 

of  1 

df"> 

F 

Biology  I  •  11  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  & 

Nonwhi te) 

3-uav  Interaction  Test  (ASyAB^sex^ethn i c i ty )  1 

2 

.2678 

.2675 

,0002s 

1 

397 

0.16 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2675 

.2672 

.00033 

1 

398 

o.n 

S' ope  Differences  for  Sex 

/ 

8 

.2556 

.2553 

.00026 

1 

401 

0.14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

4 

.2553 

.2103 

.04499 

1 

402 

24  29  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2251 

.2250 

.00011 

1 

401 

0.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

,?250 

.2103 

.01462 

1 

402 

7.59  * 

Bi'logy  I  -  II  1085  - 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  Kited) 

Slop?  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

C 

.3803 

.3633 

.01691 

1 

147 

4.0i 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3633 

.2987 

.06468 

1 

148 

15.04  ** 

Biology  1  -  II  1984  • 

1985  Scrvor  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3556 

.3513 

.00424 

1 

195 

1.28 

Intercept  Differences  fnr  Sex 

8 

9 

.3513 

.3083 

.04306 

1 

196 

’3.01  ** 

Biolog>.-  1  -  II  1934 

-  1985  Scr.icr 

(Ethnicity  = 

-  White  &  B 1  a 

ick )  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3619 

.3601 

.00176 

1 

176 

0.48 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3602 

.3242 

.03593 

1 

F7 

9.94  * 

Chemistry  I  -  II  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnic  i  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  f yt  Sex 

8 

.1835 

.1831 

. CuuoS 

1 

128 

0. 1»* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1831 

.1429 

.04021 

1 

129 

6.35 

Chemistry  I  -  II  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1096 

.1058 

.00376 

1 

168 

.  .71 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1058 

.0681 

.03775 

1 

169 

.13  * 

chemistry  1  •  11  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1364 

.1279 

.00845 

i 

430 

4.< 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1279 

.0695 

.05845 

1 

431 

28.8  ** 

Chemistry  I  -  1  1  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2022 

.2012 

.00104 

1 

426 

0.55 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2012 

.1272 

.07395 

1 

427 

39.53  ** 

Chemistry  I  -  I 1  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici  ty 

=  White  8  Kotiuhi  te)  (Sox 

nol  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1655 

.  1478 

.00765 

1 

426 

3.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1478 

.1272 

.02060 

1 

427 

10.32  * 

Chemistry  I  -  I!  1985 

•  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1677 

.  1616 

.UOoll 

1 

137 

1.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1616 

.0759 

.08563 

1 

138 

14.09  ** 

Chemi s t ry  I  ■  II  1985 

•  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

.•■at  Testf 

.-J) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0948 

.0936 

.00124 

1 

137 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0936 

.0759 

.01764 

1 

138 

2.69 

S51 


T able  D - 1 1 .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Fut  l 

Restricted 

Full  Res 

t  r i c  t  ed 

R^Change 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

Chemistry  !  -  11  1954  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnici ty  net 

tested) 

Slope  Di fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1587 

.1986 

.00004 

1 

156 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1986 

.1939 

.00470 

1 

157 

0.92 

Chemistry  1-1!  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2339 

.2059 

.02801 

1 

156 

5.70 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2059 

.1939 

.01195 

1 

157 

2.36 

Physics  I  -  II  1935  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1211 

.1158 

.00530 

1 

232 

1.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1158 

.0649 

.05096 

1 

233 

13.43  ** 

Physics  I  •  I 1  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1779 

.1734 

.00455 

1 

166 

0.92 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1734 

.0993 

.07404 

1 

167 

14.96  ** 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

•  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2637 

.2605 

.00318 

1 

344 

1.49 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2605 

.2483 

.01223 

1 

345 

3.71 

Government  &  Civics  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Stupe  D'ffei  elites  fur  Sex 

7 

6 

.1723 

.  1547 

. 0 i 759 

i 

155 

3.29 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1547 

.1160 

.03867 

1 

156 

7.14  * 

Government  &  Civics  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  rtrerces  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1772 

.  1614 

.01579 

1 

417 

8.00  * 

Government  L  Civics  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Hi 

spamc)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1518 

.1516 

.00018 

1 

388 

0.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1516 

.1327 

.01890 

1 

389 

8.67  * 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  D i f fercnccs  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2593 

.2522 

.00718 

1 

456 

4.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

£ 

9 

.2521 

.2182 

.03391 

1 

457 

20.72  ** 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tes 

ted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

in 

11 

.2223 

.2217 

.00057 

1 

456 

0.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Etnnicity 

11 

1? 

.2217 

.2182 

.00348 

1 

457 

2.04 

Government  &  Civics 

1935  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  -  White 

&  Black) 

3-uay  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethm c i  ty )  1 

2 

.2470 

.2461 

.00090 

1 

707 

0.84 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.2461 

.2449 

.00121 

1 

708 

1.14 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2387 

.2305 

.00826 

1 

711 

7.72  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

3 

9 

.2305 

.1865 

.04399 

1 

712 

40.70  *• 

Slope  Differer  ;  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1912 

.1911 

.00006 

1 

711 

0.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1911 

.1865 

.00460 

1 

712 

4.05 

552 


Table  0-11.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R2 


F-Test  Comparison 

full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted  R 

^Change 

df  1 

df2 

F 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*cthni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2560 

.2560 

.00002 

1 

602 

0.02 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2560 

.2555 

.00049 

1 

603 

0.40 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2450 

.2450 

.00000 

1 

606 

0.00 

Intercept  Deferences  for  Sex 

a 

9 

.2450 

.2221 

.02293 

1 

607 

18.44 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2324 

.2324 

.00001 

1 

606 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ii 

12 

.2324 

.2221 

.01033 

1 

607 

8.17 

* 

History  1984  -  19CS 

F  rest.nen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White, 

Bl  ack  i  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*scx*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2958 

.2950 

.00079 

2 

1,319 

0.74 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2950 

.2916 

.00344 

2 

1,321 

3.2: 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2871 

.2848 

.00232 

1 

1,327 

4.33 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2848 

.24  78 

.03697 

1 

1,328 

68.64 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2556 

.2505 

.00510 

1,325 

4.54 

Intercept  Differences  for  Cthnicity 

11 

12 

.2505 

.2473 

.00270 

2 

1,327 

2.39 

History  1985  -  1980 

f  i  eshiien 

((•onicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB’sex'ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.2638 

.2629 

.00083 

1 

1,344 

1 .51 

Sex  &  Fth.iicity  Interaction  lest 

•> 

C 

3 

.  2638 

.2636 

.00023 

1 

1,344 

0.42 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2632 

.2618 

.00132 

1 

1,347 

2.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2618 

.2470 

.01484 

1 

1,348 

27.10 

** 

Slope  Diffeivriccs  for  Ethnicity 

10 

i  i 

.  2473 

.2471 

.00023 

1 

1,347 

0.42 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2471 

.2470 

.00007 

1 

1,348 

0.13 

History  1984  -  1965 

Sophomore 

(Etnnic i ty 

x  White 

&  Black) 

3woy  Interaction  Test  (  ASVAB*sex*ethni  c  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.2759 

.2744 

.00151 

1 

1,451 

2.98 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2765 

.2743 

.00213 

1 

1,431 

4.21 

Slope  Differences  lor  Sex 

7 

8 

.2735 

.2724 

.00105 

1 

1,434 

2.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2724 

.2445 

.02791 

1 

1,435 

55.04 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnic  i  t  y 

10 

11 

.2455 

.2448 

.00073 

1 

1,434 

1.40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2448 

.2445 

.00024 

1 

1,435 

0.46 

History  1985  -  1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnic  i  ty 

-  white, 

Black  S  Hi  spin i 

c ) 

3way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB‘sex’ethni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

.2184 

.2143 

.00412 

2 

1,466 

3.86 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2188 

.2132 

.00562 

2 

1,467 

5.28 

* 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

6 

.2021 

.1982 

.00385 

1 

1,473 

7.12 

* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1982 

.1525 

.04575 

1 

1,474 

84.10 

** 

Slope  Differences  for  Fthnirity 

10 

11 

.1663 

.  1591 

.00722 

2 

1,471 

6.37 

* 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1591 

.1525 

.00661 

T 

1,473 

5.79 

* 

History  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Tert  (  ASVAB*  scx*t  thn  i  c  i  t  y ) 

1 

2 

.2944 

.2943 

.00011 

1 

1 ,102 

0.17 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2943 

.2937 

.00065 

1 

1,103 

1.02 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2926 

.2895 

.00314 

1 

1,106 

4.91 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2895 

.2409 

.04862 

1 

1,107 

75.75 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2425 

.2425 

.00003 

1 

1,106 

0.05 

Intercept  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2425 

.2409 

.00163 

1 

1,107 

2.39 

L-513 


Tabic  D-1 1 .  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Tcst  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted  Full  Restricted 

Exchange 

dfi 

df2 

F 

History  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2372 

.2221 

.01511 

1 

428 

8.48 

* 

History  1985 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnicity 

10 

1  1 

.1690 

.1689 

.00008 

1 

409 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1689 

.1664 

.00244 

1 

410 

1.21 

History  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

S.ope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.3319 

.3245 

.0^.. 

1 

423 

4.64 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3245 

.3071 

.01743 

1 

424 

10.94 

* 

History  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnici ty  = 

Whi te  &  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thnic i ty 

10 

1 1 

.3471 

.3446 

.00247 

1 

402 

1.52 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnici ty 

11 

12 

.3446 

.3243 

.02033 

1 

403 

12.50 

** 

foreign  Language  1984 

•  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2709 

.2680 

00287 

1 

,012 

3.98 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

3 

9 

.2680 

.1969 

.07100 

1 

1,013 

98.37 

** 

Foreign  language  1984  • 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnici  ty 

10 

11 

.2248 

.2241 

.00076 

2 

1,010 

0.49 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnic i ty 

11 

12 

.2241 

.1969 

.02713 

2 

1,012 

17.69 

~  - 

Foreign  Language  1985 

•  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.1959 

.1887 

.00721 

1 

797 

7.14 

* 

Foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  no; 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thnic  i  ty 

10 

11 

.1469 

.1384 

.00845 

2 

795 

3.94 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1384 

.1268 

.01162 

2 

797 

5.38 

* 

Foreign  Language  1984 

•  1985  Sophonorc  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.2216 

.2175 

.00407 

1 

892 

4.66 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2173 

.1136 

.10370 

1 

893 

118.35 

*  • 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White,  Black 

&  Hispanic)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11 

.1379 

.1300 

.00790 

2 

890 

4.08 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnic i ty 

11 

12 

.1300 

.1133 

.01615 

2 

892 

8.28 

** 

Foreign  Language 

1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite) 

J-way  Interact  ion  Test  (A5VAB*sex*ethnic  i  ty)  1 

2 

.1839 

.1839 

.00000 

1 

604 

0.00 

Sr*  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1838 

.1838 

.00008 

1 

605 

0.06 

Slope  Differences  for 

Sex 

7 

6 

.1653 

.1621 

.00362 

1 

608 

2.64 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1621 

.0878 

.07435 

1 

609 

54.04 

*  * 

Slope  Differences  for 

E  thnic i ty 

10 

11 

,1l56 

.1049 

.00069 

1 

608 

0.47 

intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1049 

.0878 

.01709 

1 

604 

1 1  .62 

*  * 

554 


T able  D- 1 1 .  (Continued) 


Ccmpar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Change  dfi  df2  F 


Foreign  language  1984  - 

1935 

Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  For  Sex 

7 

8 

.213? 

.2131 

.00014 

1 

480 

0.08 

Intercept  OiFferences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2131 

.1088 

.10435 

1 

481 

63.79 

** 

Foreign  language  1984  •  1935  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  Wh 

lire.  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  For  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1409 

.1334 

.00748 

2 

478 

2.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1334 

.1088 

.02467 

2 

480 

6.83 

* 

Foreign  language  1985  - 

1586 

Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  DiFFerences  For  Sex 

7 

8 

.2121 

.2102 

.00187 

1 

247 

0.58 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2102 

.1405 

.06968 

1 

248 

21.88 

** 

Foreign  Language  1985  • 

1986 

Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White  &  Hispanic)  (Sex 

no'  tested) 

Slope  Differences  For  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1043 

.0909 

.01340 

1 

205 

3.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0909 

.0866 

.00430 

1 

206 

0.98 

Foreign  Language  1984  • 

1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  DiFFerences  For  Sex 

7 

8 

.1483 

.1472 

.00117 

1 

224 

0.31 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1471 

.1178 

.02937 

1 

225 

7.75 

• 

Foreign  Language  1984  • 

1985 

Senior 

(E thnic  i  ty 

=  Uh'te  &  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  tor  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.0629 

.0620 

.00093 

1 

185 

0.18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Fthnicity 

11 

12 

.0620 

.0562 

.00579 

1 

186 

1.15 

Secretary  &  Office  Education 

1985 

•  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Ronwh i te) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1212 

.1212 

.00001 

1 

215 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1212 

.1211 

.00008 

1 

216 

0.02 

Secretary  &  Office  Education 

1984 

-  1985 

Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nunwhice) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1003 

.0866 

.01374 

1 

220 

3.36 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.0866 

.0772 

.00937 

1 

221 

2.27 

Typing  8  Word  Processing  1984 

-  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2745 

.2718 

.00261 

1 

507 

1.82 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2718 

.2476 

.02422 

1 

508 

16.90 

«* 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  • 

1985  Freshmen  (F.hnicity  =  White 

,  Slack  &  Hi 

■..panic )  ( 

Lex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2576 

.2493 

.00321 

2 

505 

2.79 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2493 

.2476 

.00171 

s 

507 

0.58 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985 

•  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.1955 

.1930 

.00249 

i 

492 

1 .52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1930 

.1567 

.03633 

1 

493 

22.20 

** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  * 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  *  White 

&  Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1569 

.1565 

.00042 

! 

445 

0.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  tthnicity 

11 

12 

.1565 

.1504 

.00616 

1 

446 

3.26 

555 


T able  D ■  1 1 .  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted 


Full  Restricted  R^Chang_  dfi  df2 


Typing  \  Uord  Processing  1984  • 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for 

7 

8 

.2104 

.2066 

■  003c  , 

1 

631 

3.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

,2066 

.1507 

.05589 

1 

632 

44.52  ** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1984 

•  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White, 

Black  8 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  r.ct 

tested; 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

,1583 

.1529 

.00543 

2 

629 

2.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

,1529 

.1507 

.00220 

2 

631 

,.82 

Typing  8  Uord  Processing  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici  Ly 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  sex 

7 

8 

,1586 

.1450 

01365 

1 

405 

6.57 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1450 

.1312 

.01381 

1 

406 

6.56 

Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  8 

Black) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1278 

.1277 

.00010 

1 

.'4 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1277 

.1266 

.00116 

1 

375 

0.50 

Typing  8  Word  Processing 

1984 

•  1935  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Ci fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2310 

.2289 

.00289 

1 

391 

1.47 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2289 

.1365 

.09239 

1 

392 

46.97  ** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity 

=  White  8 

Black) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1479 

.1473 

.00059 

i 

359 

0.25 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.14/3 

.1425 

.00479 

* 

360 

2.02 

Typing  &  Uord  Processing 

1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1621 

.1516 

.01031 

1 

221 

2.72 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1518 

.0901 

.05276 

1 

222 

13.81  ** 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity 

-  White  £ 

Nonwhite)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1182 

.1111 

.00711 

i 

221 

1.78 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1111 

.0991 

.01201 

1 

222 

3.00 

Typing  8  Word  Processing 

1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Etnnirjry  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1968 

.1907 

.00618 

1 

216 

1.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.  1907 

.1482 

.04242 

1 

217 

11.37  ** 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1985  • 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

S  l  opc  D  i  fferences  for  Sex 

T 

1 

8 

.2117 

.2048 

. 0C696 

1 

31  1 

2.75 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2048 

.1434 

.06135 

1 

312 

24.07  ** 

Account i ng/Bookkecpi  ng 

1984 

•  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2836 

.2787 

.00496 

1 

239 

1.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2787 

.1572 

.12147 

1 

240 

40 .41  ** 

Account i ng/Bookkeepi ng 

1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

6 

.1548 

.1498 

.00498 

185 

1.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1498 

.0914 

.05840 

1 

186 

12.78  ** 

556 


Table  D- 1 1 .  uwt inued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  foil  Rest'icted  r.’char.Qi.  dfi  df  2  F 


Accounting/gookkeeping  1984  •  1935  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


.1805 

.1799 


.1799 

.1194 


.00065 

.06052 


247  0.20 

248  18.30  '* 


Home  Economics  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  ('thnici.y  riot  tostej) 

Slope  Oi fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .2683  .2681  .00014  1  547  0.11 

Intercept  C  emices  for  Sex  8  9  .2881  .2413  .0  ■'•54  1  54  8  36.06  ** 


Home  Economics  1984-  9gc  fresh-rxn  (Ethnicity  •-  White 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12 


’ct  -.  not  tested) 

,x  51  .00153  1 

.06146  1 


519  1.12 

520  44.70** 


Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  »es  ■- 

Slope  Differences  for  Sax  7  8  .21  .2)0.'  .4)352  1  312  1  .40 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2107  ‘  v.  .06880  1  313  27.27** 

Home  Economics  1985-1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Ser  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1439  .1453  .00057  1  512  0.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  1i  12  .1433  .1414  .0019*  I  313  C'.i"i 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .2101  .00046  1  321  0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2096  .1392.  .0704?  1  322  28.69  ** 

Home  Economics  1964-1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  »  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .1776  .1678  .00982  1  321  3.83 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .678  .1392  .02852  1  322  11.03* 


Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Siope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1955  .1933  .00020  1 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .  V2)  .1266  .07169  1 


394  0.10 

395  35.32  ** 


Home  Economics  1985-1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  6  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


10 

11 


11 

12 


.1311 

.1268 


.1268 

.1266 


.00428 
.  ui.022 


394  1.94 

0.10 


Home  Economics  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .1639  .1639  .00002  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .1639  .1218  .04212  1 


279  0.01 

280  14.11  ** 


Home  Economics  1984-1905  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


10 

11 


11 

12 


.1246 
.  1237 


.1238 

.1218 


.00054 

.00194 


279  0.27 

280  0.62 


Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


.  2040 
.2040 


.2040 

.0656 


. 00000 


1 


.13843  1 


358  0.00 

359  62.43  ** 


557 


f-Test  Comparison 

Comparison 

Full  Restricted  Full 

2 

Restricted  R£ 

Chi.nge 

df  i 

df  7 

f 

1  Home  Economics  1985-1966  Junior  (tthnicity  =  Uhi‘Q  &  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  nor  ' 

-  ■  • .d  • 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicitv 

10 

11  .0707 

0683 

1 

358 

0.94 

Intercept  Differences  for  ethnicity 

11 

12  .0683 

0656 

0LW 

1 

359 

1.04 

Home  economics  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1568 

1568 

00001 

1 

31B 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .1568 

0982 

05859 

1 

319 

22.16  ** 

Home  Economics  1984- 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White  &  Nor.white)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11  .1003 

0990 

00126 

1 

318 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12  .0990 

0982 

00079 

1 

319 

0.28 

Conputer  Programming  1 9SS  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .2321 

2277 

00441 

1 

227 

1.30 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .227? 

1229 

10479 

1 

228 

30.93  ** 

Computer  Programming  1984 

-  1965  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .2669 

2668 

00002 

1 

240 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .2668 

2142 

0S261 

1 

241 

17.29  ** 

Computer  Programming  198S 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope-  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .3239 

3234 

00045 

1 

157 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9  .3234 

1835 

13995 

1 

158 

32.68  ** 

Con^xiter  Programming  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnic i ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8  .1535 

1535 

00002 

1 

152 

0.00 

1  Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

1 

8 

9  .1535 

1522 

00131 

1 

153 

0.24 

558 


Table  D-12.  F-Tests  of  Significance  for  Subtest  Composite 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted  R^Chenge 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

English  I  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

-  white. 

Slack  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2852 

.2849 

.00023 

2 

2,422 

0.40 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2849 

.2786 

.00630 

2 

2,424 

10.68  ** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

4 

.2849 

.2802 

.00474 

3 

2,424 

5.36  * 

English  1  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2290 

.2282 

.00075 

2 

1,989 

0.97 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2282 

.2248 

.00338 

2 

1,991 

4.36 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2121 

.2116 

.00052 

1 

1,997 

1.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2116 

.2025 

.00915 

1 

1,998 

23.19  ** 

S l ope  D i f f erenccs  Tor  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2121 

.2074 

.00474 

2 

1,995 

6.00  * 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2074 

.2025 

.00492 

2 

1,997 

6.19  * 

English  I  -  IV  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H i spani c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.3160 

.3155 

.00050 

2 

2,296 

0.84 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.3155 

.3138 

.00175 

2 

2,298 

2.94 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3091 

.3037 

.00535 

1 

2,304 

17.83  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2988 

.2967 

.00203 

2 

2,302 

3.33 

Intercept  Differs  ices  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2967 

.2941 

.00263 

2 

2,304 

4.31 

English  I  -  IV  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnic'ty 

=  White, 

Black  8 

h  i  spani c ) 

3-wsy  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

.2616 

.2602 

.00143 

2 

1,942 

1  89 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2601 

.2584 

.00172 

2 

1,944 

2.26 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2460 

.2403 

.00572 

1 

1,950 

14.79  ** 

Slope  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2334 

.2313 

.00212 

2 

1,948 

2.70 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2313 

.2211 

.01020 

2 

1,950 

12.94  ** 

English  1  •  IV  1984 

-  1985  junior 

(Ethnic i ty  : 

=  White, 

Black  & 

H i spani c ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethmci  ty) 

1 

2 

.2682 

.2682 

.00007 

2 

1,721 

0.08 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2682 

.2666 

.00160 

2 

1,723 

1.88 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2602 

.2543 

.00594 

1 

1,729 

13.89  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2449 

.2432 

.00168 

2 

1,727 

1.92 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2432 

.2402 

.00307 

2 

1,729 

3.51 

English  1  -  IV  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  ■ 

=  White  S 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2382 

.2379 

.00035 

1 

1,258 

0.53 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

T 

3 

.2379 

.2372 

. 0CC65 

1 

1,259 

1.08 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2351 

.2280 

.00716 

1 

1,262 

11.82  ** 

S lope  0 i f f errnces  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2115 

.2115 

.00002 

1 

1,262 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2115 

.2101 

.00140 

1 

1,263 

2.24 

English  1  -  IV  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

=  White, 

Black  & 

ri i spani c  ) 

3-wa/  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnioi ty) 

1 

2 

.2250 

.2238 

.00110 

2 

1,275 

0.90 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2238 

.2230 

.00088 

2 

1,277 

0.72 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2166 

.2151 

.00148 

1 

1,283 

2.43 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2151 

.2979 

.00723 

1 

1,284 

11.82  ** 

S  l  ope  Di f f erences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2122 

.2100 

.00221 

2 

1,281 

1.79 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2100 

.2079 

.00216 

2 

1,283 

1.75 

Table  0- 12.  (Continued) 


Compar  i  son 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison  Full  Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df5 

F 

General  Math  1984  ■  1985 

Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

|  White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*scx*ethni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

1365 

.1345 

.00196 

2 

1,167 

1.33 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

1345 

.1316 

.00295 

2 

1,169 

1.99 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

1273 

.1271 

.00014 

1 

1,175 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

1271 

.1260 

.00110 

1 

1,176 

1 .48 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

1301 

.1291 

.00093 

2 

1,173 

0.63 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

1291 

.1261 

.00309 

2 

1,175 

2.08 

General  Math  1985  -  1986 

f  reshmen 

(Cthnici  ty 

Whi  'e  * 

P 1  ac  k ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*etnni  c  i  ty) 

1 

2 

0635 

.0632 

.00026 

1 

549 

0.15 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

0632 

.0594 

.00376 

1 

550 

2.21 

Slope  Differences  for  sex 

7 

8 

0573 

.0555 

.00180 

1 

553 

1.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

0556 

.0534 

.00211 

1 

554 

1.24 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

0556 

.0536 

.00175 

1 

553 

1.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

0538 

.0534 

.00036 

1 

554 

0.21 

General  Math  1984  1985 

Sophofiiore 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White, 

Black  & 

Hi spani c) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (  ASVAB*sex*ethni  c  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.1639 

.1565 

.00742 

2 

736 

3.27 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1565 

.1532 

.00325 

2 

738 

1.42 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1530 

.1509 

.00712 

1 

744 

1.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1509 

.1509 

.00000 

1 

745 

0.00 

Stcee  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

If 

.1513 

.1510 

.00023 

2 

742 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1510 

.1509 

.00011 

2 

744 

0.05 

General  Math  1985  ■  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici  ty 

=  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.1434 

.1402 

.003  12 

1 

305 

1.11 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1402 

.1359 

.00436 

1 

306 

1.55 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1107 

.1091 

.00155 

1 

309 

0.54 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1091 

.0946 

.01450 

1 

310 

5.04 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1178 

.1178 

.00001 

1 

3C9 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1178 

.0946 

.02316 

1 

310 

8.14 

General  Math  1984  -  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  - 

White  & 

Black) 

3-»ay  Interaction  Test  (  ASVA8*sex*ethni  c  i  ty ) 

1 

2 

.1221 

.1205 

.00162 

1 

266 

0.49 

Sex  ft  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.1205 

.1205 

.00001 

1 

267 

0.00 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1095 

.1087 

.00073 

1 

270 

0.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1087 

.0971 

.01160 

1 

271 

3.53 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.  1069 

.1047 

.00216 

1 

270 

0.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1047 

.0971 

.00761 

1 

271 

2.30 

General  Math  1965  -  1926  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1490 

.1477 

.00122 

1 

222 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

V 

.1478 

.1377 

.01008 

1 

223 

2.64 

General  Math  19e5  -  1936  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1826 

.  1819 

.00072 

1 

195 

0.17 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1819 

.1757 

.00619 

1 

196 

1.48 

560 


T  able  D  - 1  2 .  (Continued) 


Cornpar  ison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full  Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

df  i 

df2 

F 

General  Math  1984  - 

198S  Senior  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1410 

.1254 

.01562 

1 

230 

4.18 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1254 

.1239 

.00151 

1 

231 

0.40 

Generol  Math  1984 

-  1985 

Senior  (Etnnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1702 

.1694 

.00088 

1 

203 

0.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1694 

.1472 

.02221 

1 

204 

5.46 

Algebra  1984  - 

1985 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnic i ty  = 

White  S 

Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interact! on  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ef hnici tv) 

• 

2 

.2429 

.2422 

.00073 

1 

1 , 180 

1.14 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2421 

.2421 

.00000 

1 

1,181 

0.01 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2386 

.2372 

.00143 

1 

1 , 184 

2.22 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2372 

.2305 

.00673 

1 

1,185 

10.46 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2350 

.2305 

. 00445 

1 

1 , 184 

6.89 

Intercept  Differences  <or  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  2305 

.2305 

.00005 

1 

1,185 

0.07 

Algebra  198S  - 

1986 

F  reshmen 

(Ethnici ty  = 

Uhite  8 

Nonwhi te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB'sex'ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.2474 

.24  74 

.00000 

1 

708 

C.00 

Sox  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.2474 

.2448 

.00254 

1 

709 

2.39 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2295 

.2295 

.00000 

1 

712 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2295 

.2184 

.01105 

1 

713 

10.22 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

<  4 

.2316 

.2293 

.00236 

1 

712 

2.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2293 

.2184 

.01088 

1 

713 

10.07 

Algebra  1984  - 

1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB',sex*ethnici  ty) 

1 

2 

.  2006 

.2005 

.00001 

1 

871 

0.01 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2005 

.1946 

.00590 

1 

872 

6.43 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1939 

.1901 

.00376 

1 

875 

4.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1901 

.1897 

.00039 

1 

876 

0.42 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1! 

.1905 

.1904 

.00012 

1 

875 

0.13 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1904 

.1897 

.00062 

1 

876 

0.67 

Algebra  1985  - 

1986 

Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

=  Uhite 

&  Nonwhite; 

3-way  interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2150 

.2138 

.00129 

1 

617 

1.01 

Sex  £  Ethnicity  Interaction  Tc:* 

2 

3 

.2138 

.2107 

.00301 

1 

618 

2.37 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.  1973 

.1940 

.00325 

1 

621 

2.52 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1940 

.1909 

.00318 

1 

622 

2.45 

Slope  Differences  foi  Ethnicity 

10 

i  i 

.  2023 

.1993 

.00251 

1 

621 

1.95 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.  1998 

.1909 

. J0891 

1 

622 

6.93 

Al gebra  1984 

-  1935  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty  = 

■  white  £ 

B lack ) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ATVAB*  _•  *ethm  c  i  ty 1 

1 

2 

.2629 

.2626 

.00030 

1 

489 

0.20 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2626 

.2603 

.00224 

1 

490 

1.49 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2568 

.2564 

. 00048 

1 

493 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2564 

.2554 

.00091 

1 

494 

0.61 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2585 

.2559 

.00256 

1 

493 

1.70 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2559 

.2554 

.00049 

1 

494 

0.33 

561 


Conyar  i  son 


F-Test  Comparison  Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^change  d f i  dfj  F 

Algebra  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .2156  .2061  .00951  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2061  .2096  .00148  1 


Algebra  1985  •  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for 

Ethnic i ty 

10 

11 

.2255 

.2087 

.01681  1 

273 

5.93 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2087 

.2046 

.00405  1 

274 

1 .40 

Algebra  1984  ■ 

1985  Senior  (Ethnic' 

;  t  y  not 

tested) 

S  lope  Di  f  ferences  for 

Sex 

7 

8 

.3008 

.2944 

.00644  1 

265 

2.44 

Intercept  Differences 

for  Sex 

S 

9 

.2944 

.2814 

.01295  1 

266 

4.88 

Algebra  1964  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

S  lope  D i f ferences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .2916  .2819  .00980  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .2819  .2814  .00043  1 

Geometry  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

S  l  ope  C i f ferences  for  Sex  7  8  .29iv  .2936  .00033  1  Sli  0.24 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2936  .2922  .00134  1  512  0.97 

Geometry  1985  -  1936  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Oi fferences  tor  Ethnicity  10  11  .3055  .2955  .00808  2  509  2.95 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .2955  .2922  .00323  2  511  1.17 

Geometry  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Oi fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .2881  .2878  .00030  1  561  0.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2878  .2820  .00577  1  562  4.55 

Geometry  1984  •  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  5  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Oi fferences  for  Ethnicity  10  ’1  .2852  .2821  .00305  2  559  1.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .2822  .2821  .00010  2  561  0.04 

Geometry  1985  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  D i f ferences  for  Sex  7  8  .3134  .3132  .00017  1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .3132  .3010  .01215  1 

Geometry  1935  •  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .3359  .3139  .02199  1  371  12.29’* 

Geometry  1984  -  1985  Jumui  (EUiniciiy  not  tested) 

Sloye  Differences  for  Sex  7  8  .2566  .2547  .00185  1  305  0.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .2547  .2338  .02087  1  3C6  8.57  * 

Geometry  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

S lope  0 1 f ferences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .2359  .2340  .00190  1  305  0.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .2340  .2338  .00015  1  306  0.06 


410  0.10 

411  7.27  * 


265  3.67 

266  0.16 


273  3.31 

274  0.51 


562 


Tabic  D • 12 .  (Continued) 


Compar  i  son 


R 


2 


l 

! 


F-Test  Comparison 

Ful  l 

Restricted 

full  Restricted 

R^Chenge 

df  i 

af2 

F 

Geometry  1905  - 

19ft6  Junior  (Fthnicity  nol  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sen 

7 

8 

.3652 

.3611 

.00405 

i 

123 

0.78 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3611 

,3259 

.1)3515 

i 

124 

6.82 

Geometry  1985  • 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Nonwhite) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.4014 

,3636 

.03780 

i 

123 

7.7 7  * 

Geometry  1984  • 

1965  Senior  (Ethnic! ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3425 

.3058 

. 03664 

i 

107 

5.96 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3058 

.3038 

.00198 

i 

108 

C.31 

Geometiy  1984  • 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  -  White 

&  Nonwhi te) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3246 

.3122 

.01231 

i 

107 

1.95 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.3122 

.3038 

.00839 

i 

108 

1.32 

Calculus  1985  • 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

.2346 

.2339 

.00071 

i 

147 

C.  14 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2339 

.2316 

.00226 

i 

148 

0.44 

General  Science 

19B4  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

-  wnitc,  Black  4  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB'sex'cthni c i ty )  1 

2 

.3023 

.3006 

.00175 

2 

1,956 

2.46 

Sex  S  ttnnicity  Interaction  lest 

2 

3 

.  3006 

.2922 

.00832 

2 

1,958 

11.64  ** 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction  of  Subgroup  2 

* 

.  30C6 

.2992 

.00132 

3 

1,958 

1.23 

General  Science  1935 

-  1986  freshmen 

(Cthnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1761 

.1738 

.00229 

1 

274 

0.76 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1738 

.1702 

.00365 

1 

275 

1.22 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested 

) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1C 

11 

.1818 

.1718 

.01002 

1 

240 

2.94 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1718 

.1713 

.00054 

1 

241 

0.16 

General  Science 

1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  Unite  S 

Nonwh 1 1  e ) 

3-uay  Interaction  Test  (ASVABvscx*cthni c 

i  ty)  1 

2 

.2831 

.2824 

.00075 

1 

341 

0.3o 

Sex  &  Fthmcity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2824 

.2671 

.01528 

1 

342 

7.28  * 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

n 

.2604 

.00379 

1 

345 

1.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2566 

.2519 

.00468 

1 

346 

2.18 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2604 

.256/ 

.UU37V 

l 

345 

1 . .'/ 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2567 

.2519 

.004  76 

1 

346 

2.22 

General  Science  1935 

-  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2384 

.2363 

.00212 

1 

183 

0.51 

Intercept  Differences  fer  Sex 

8 

9 

.2363 

.2192 

.01715 

1 

184 

4.13 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

White  t*  Black)  (Si» 

nut  tested 

) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

1 1 

.2535 

.2529 

.00053 

1 

158 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2529 

.2230 

.0299/ 

1 

159 

6.38 

S63 


Table  D- 12.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-1est  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

df  1 

df2 

General  Science 

1984  -  1985 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1191 

.1190 

.00011 

1 

174 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1190 

.1174 

.00159 

1 

175 

General  Science  1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Difference?  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1947 

.1944 

.00035 

1 

149 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1944 

.1208 

.0735'. 

1 

150 

General  Science 

1985  -  1986 

Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2655 

.2640 

.00148 

1 

258 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2640 

.2592 

.00481 

1 

259 

General  Science  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  -  White  £  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tasted) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2645 

.2595 

.00495 

1 

258 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2595 

.2592 

.00030 

1 

259 

General  science 

1984  -  1985 

Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1456 

.1425 

.00308 

1 

182 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1425 

.1165 

.02600 

1 

183 

Biology  I  -  i i 

I9S4  -  1935 

r  i  eslmiei  i 

(ethnicity  nut  tested) 

Slope  ui  f fertnees  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2733 

.2729 

.00041 

1 

299 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2729 

.2661 

.00681 

1 

300 

Biology  I  •  i 1 

1984  •  1985 

freshen  (Ethnicity  - 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sc 

.  not  tested) 

Slope  Oi fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2721 

.2661 

.00596 

1 

299 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2661 

.2661 

.00005 

1 

300 

Biology  I 

-  11  1985  - 

1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*scx*ethni ci ty ) 

1 

2 

.2190 

.2187 

.00029 

1 

1,119 

Sox  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2187 

.2186 

.00010 

1 

1,120 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2184 

.2179 

.00054 

1 

1,123 

Intercept  Differences  fer  Sex 

e 

9 

.2179 

.2109 

.00700 

1 

1,124 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2113 

.2113 

.00003 

1 

1,123 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ii 

12 

.2113 

.2109 

.00035 

1 

1,124 

Biology  1  - 

11  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ftnnici 

ty  =  White, 

Black  £  Hispanic) 

.,-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*scx*ethni c i ty ) 

i 

2 

.3010 

.3002 

.00079 

2 

1,371 

Sex  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.3002 

.2900 

.01012 

? 

1,373 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  prediction 

o*  Sjbgroup 

2 

4 

.3002 

.2925 

.00764 

3 

1,373 

Biolory  I  -  I I 

1985  -  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  r 

ict  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.29*8 

.2887 

.00613 

1 

335 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2887 

.2807 

.00805 

1 

336 

Biology  1  -  II  1905  -  1986  Sophcmore  ( 

F  thni c i ty  =  Wh i 

te,  Black  £ 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2891 

.2844 

.00464 

2 

333 

Intercept  Differences  for  Etht  city 

11 

12 

.2844 

.2807 

.00377 

2 

33* 

F 


0.02 

0.32 


0.06 
13.69  ** 


0.52 

1.69 


1.74 

0.11 


C.66 

5.50 


0.17 

2.81 


2.45 

0.02 


0.42 
C.  14 
0.78 
10.06  * 
0.05 
0.50 


0.77 
9.93  ** 
4.99  * 


2.91 

3.80 


i  ,0V 
0.88 


564 


Table  0-12.  (Continued) 


Compari son 


r2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full  Restricted 

R^Change 

dfl 

df2 

F 

8iol09y  1  -  II  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnici 

ty  =  Uhite  & 

Nonuhi te) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnicity)  1 

2 

.2695 

.2691 

.00037 

1 

397 

0.20 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2691 

.2600 

.00915 

1 

398 

4.98 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2567 

.2524 

.00434 

1 

401 

2.34 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2524 

.2468 

.00359 

1 

402 

1.93 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2521 

.2490 

.00310 

1 

401 

1.66 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1  i 

12 

.2490 

.2480 

.00018 

1 

402 

0.09 

Biology  I  -  11  1985  - 

1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.4877 

.4648 

.02289 

1 

147 

6.57 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.4648 

.4624 

.00246 

1 

148 

0.68 

Biology  1  -  11  1984  - 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3508 

.3482 

.00258 

1 

195 

0.78 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3482 

.3324 

.01577 

1 

196 

4.74 

Biology  I  •  1  1  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(E  thm  city  f 

=  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3756 

.3740 

.00177 

1 

176 

0.50 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3740 

.3294 

.04466 

1 

177 

12.63  ** 

ChmV  jtl  y  1  -  II  1985  * 

1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

riut  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3153 

.3107 

.00464 

1 

128 

0.87 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3107 

.3106 

.00016 

1 

129 

0.03 

Chemistry  1  •  II  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1366 

.1365 

.00015 

1 

168 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1365 

.1150 

.02145 

1 

169 

4 .20 

Chemistry  I  -  11  1985  • 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1857 

.1851 

.00051 

1 

430 

0.27 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1852 

.1765 

.00362 

1 

431 

4.56 

Chemistry  1  -  II  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2603 

.2592 

.00111 

1 

426 

0.64 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2592 

.2556 

.00365 

1 

427 

2.11 

Chemistry  1-11  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(F  thnic i ty 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sox 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  fur  ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2746 

.2600 

.01458 

1 

426 

8.56  * 

Chemistry  1  •  II  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2234 

.2180 

.00542 

1 

137 

0.96 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2180 

.2002 

.01773 

1 

138 

3.13 

Cliemi s try  I  -  II  1985 

-  1936  Junior 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sc* 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

’1 

.2041 

.2027 

.00138 

1 

13/ 

0.24 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

1 1 

12 

.2027 

.  20u2 

.00247 

1 

138 

0.43 

565 


Table  D- 12.  (Cont i fitted) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Full 

Restricted 

R^Change 

dfl 

df2 

F 

Chemistry  I  -  1 1  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ehnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3099 

.2974 

.01247 

1 

156 

2.82 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

a 

9 

.2974 

.2958 

.00154 

1 

157 

0.34 

Chemistry  1  -  II  1984 

-  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3128 

.2968 

.01609 

1 

156 

3.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2968 

.2958 

. 00092 

1 

157 

0.21 

Physics  I  -  11  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2066 

.1892 

.01740 

1 

232 

5.09 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1892 

.1827 

.00655 

1 

233 

1.88 

Physics  III  1984  • 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  riot 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.2331 

.2303 

.00277 

1 

166 

0.60 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2303 

.2268 

.00357 

1 

167 

0.78 

Government  t  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3286 

.3277 

.00088 

1 

344 

0.45 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3277 

.3275 

.00027 

1 

345 

0.14 

Government  &  civics  1984  - 

1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  xesieo) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2415 

.2150 

.02654 

1 

155 

5.42 

Intercept  Differences  1or  Sex 

8 

9 

.2150 

.2076 

.00744 

1 

156 

1.48 

Government  &  Civics  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

S 

.2355 

.2262 

.00937 

1 

417 

5.11 

Intercept  Dif  rences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2262 

.2253 

.00086 

1 

418 

0.47 

Government  4  Civics  1985 

-  1986  Sophomore  (Ethnicity 

=  White 

&  Hi 

spanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Di fferer.ces  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2638 

.2635 

.00000 

1 

388 

0.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.26’S 

.2462 

.01756 

1 

389 

9.28 

Government  &  Civics  1984 

-  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3054 

.3027 

.00270 

1 

456 

1.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

V 

.3027 

.3014 

.00131 

1 

457 

0.86 

Government  4  Civics  1984 

•  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Nonuhite)  (So 

r  net  tested) 

Slope  D i f ferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3072 

.3063 

.00085 

1 

456 

0.56 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3063 

.3014 

.00495 

1 

45’ 

3.26 

Government  &  Civics 

1985  -  1986 

Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*5Cx*ethni c i ty)  1 

2 

.3046 

.3036 

.00100 

1 

707 

1.01 

Sex  4  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.3036 

.3036 

.00001 

1 

708 

0.01 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3024 

.3018 

.00063 

1 

711 

0.65 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3018 

.2979 

,003e7 

1 

712 

3.95 

Slope  Di fferences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2993 

.  2980 

.00125 

1 

711 

1.27 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2980 

.2979 

.00017 

1 

712 

0.17 

Table  D- 12 ■  (Continued) 


Compar i son 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted 


Full  Restricted  R^Change  dfi  df2 


Government  &  Civics  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  i  Black) 


3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

*> 

c 

.2853 

.2852 

.00003 

1 

602 

Sex  &  ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2852 

.2852 

.00000 

1 

603 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2817 

.2813 

.00043 

1 

606 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2813 

.2789 

.00238 

1 

607 

Slot"  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2832 

.2831 

.00003 

1 

606 

lntercipt  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2831 

.2789 

.00425 

1 

607 

History 

1984  -  1985 

F  reshnen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White, 

Black  &  Hispanic) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVA8*sex*ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.3051 

.3043 

.00071 

2 

1,319 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.3043 

.3013 

.00306 

2 

1,321 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2952 

.2951 

.00018 

1 

1,327 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2951 

.2329 

.01214 

1 

1,328 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2898 

.  2836 

.00622 

2 

1,325 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

1? 

.2836 

.2829 

.00065 

2 

1,327 

H i story 

1985  -  1986 

Freshmen 

(Ethnicity  = 

White  & 

Black) 

3-way  Interaction  lest  (ASVA8*sex*ethnici ty) 

1 

2 

•  302e 

.3027 

.00004 

1 

1,343 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.3027 

.3027 

.00001 

1 

1,344 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3007 

.3006 

.00011 

1 

1,347 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3006 

.3005 

.00002 

1 

1.348 

Slope  D  i  f  fei  ences  foi  Ethnicity 

10 

1! 

.3026 

.3007 

. GDI S9 

i 

1,347 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3007 

.3005 

.00018 

1 

i ,  348 

History 

1984  -  1985 

Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White 

&  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnic i ty) 

1 

2 

.3093 

.3083 

.00104 

1 

1,430 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.3083 

.3046 

.00372 

1 

1,431 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3025 

.3025 

.00001 

1 

1,434 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3025 

.3016 

.00084 

1 

1,435 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3035 

.3013 

.00024 

1 

1 ,434 

intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3033 

.3016 

.0016? 

1 

1,435 

H i story 

1985  -  19C6 

Sophomore 

(Ethnic i ty 

=  White, 

Black  r.  Hi  spa" 

it ) 

3way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAB*sex*ethni c i ty ) 

1 

2 

.2417 

.24-1 

. 00062 

2 

1,465 

Sex  &  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2411 

.2338 

.00  727 

2 

1,467 

Consistent  Over  or  Under  pi  edict  ion 

of  Subgroup 

2 

4 

.2411 

.2334 

.00773 

3 

1,467 

History  1Vft4  •  1985  Junior 

( f  rhntc i t y  = 

Wh  i  x  e  i 

.  Black) 

3-way  Interaction  Test  ( ASVAOV.ex'ethni c i ty) 

1 

2 

.3254 

.3244 

.00094 

i 

1,102 

Sex  S  Ethnicity  Interaction  Tee* 

2 

3 

.3244 

.3217 

.00276 

1 

1 , 103 

Slrpe  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

3 

.3164 

.3161 

.00010 

1 

1,106 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

e 

9 

.3163 

.3123 

.00407 

1 

1,107 

Slope  Differ  cn-cs  for  Ethnicity 

ID 

11 

.  3 1  ’.V 

.316/ 

.  OGU '  ' 

l 

1 ,  106 

Intercept  Diffeieii.es  tor  Etnn'city 

1 1 

12 

.3168 

.3123 

.  00.50 

1 

1 ,107 

hi:,  l-ry  19>;' 

5  -  198t  Junior  (Fir.nici'y  not  tested) 

Slof"  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2717 

.2557 

01606 

1 

423 

F 


0.02 

0.00 

0.36 

2.01 

0.03 

3.60 


0.68 

2.90 

0.33 

22.88  ** 
5.81  * 
0.60 


0.08 

0.02 

0.21 

0.03 

3.64 

0.35 


2.15 

7.69  » 

0.01 

1.73 

0.49 

3.33 


0.60 
7.03  ** 
4.98  * 


1 .54 

4.50 
0.16 

6.51 
0.17 
7.3d  * 


9.44  * 


Li  07 


Table  D- 12.  (Continued) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted 


Full  Restricted  R^Changc  dfi  df 2 


F 


History  1985  -  1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  4  Black)  (Sex  not 
Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity  10  11  .2582  .2561 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11  12  .2561  .2492 


tested) 

.00216 

.00685 


1 

1 


409  1.19 

410  3.78 


History  1984  -  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .3837  .3819 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .3819  .3799 


.00181  1  423  1.24 

.00203  1  424  1.40 


History  1984 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Black) 

10  11  .4153 

11  12  .4137 


(Sex  not  tested) 

.4137  .00154  1  402  1.06 

.3861  .02759  1  403  18.97 


Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex  7  8  .3263  .3263 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex  8  9  .3263  .3172 


.00006  1  1,012  0.09 

.00910  1  1,013  13.68  ** 


Foreign  Language  1984 
Slope  Di  fferences  for  Ethnicity 


1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  4  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 

10  11  .3377  .3293  .00835  2  1,010 


foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Freshmen 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex  7 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex  6 


(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

8 

.2558 

.2554 

.  00C47  1 

797 

o.so 

9 

.255* 

.2491 

.00622  1 

798 

6.66 

Foreign  Language  1985  -  1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Slack  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


S tope  D  i  f f erences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2552 

.2525 

.00264 

2 

795 

1.41 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2525 

.2491 

.00336 

2 

797 

1.80 

Foreign 

Language  1984  ■ 

■  19e5  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Di  fferences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2722 

.2721 

.00009 

1 

892 

0.11 

Intercept  Differences  for 

Sex 

8 

9 

.2721 

.2585 

.01360 

1 

893 

16.68  ** 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985 

Sophomore  (Ethnicity  = 

White,  Black  & 

Hispanic) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2655 

.2618 

.00363 

2 

890 

2.20 

Intercept  D' fferences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2618 

.2535 

.00332 

2 

892 

2.01 

Foreign  Language  1985  •  1986  Soph 

omore  (Ethnicity  *  White 

&  Nonwhitc 

3-woy  Interaction  Test  (ASVAB*sex*ethnicity) 

1 

2 

.2025 

.2014 

.00113 

1 

604 

0.86 

Sex  i  Ethnicity  Interaction  Test 

2 

3 

.2014 

.  2004 

.00099 

1 

605 

0.75 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.1977 

.1975 

.00013 

1 

608 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1975 

.1814 

.01617 

1 

60? 

12.27  ** 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1870 

.  1870 

.00003 

1 

608 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1870 

.1814 

.00561 

1 

609 

4.20 

Foreign  language  1984  ■ 

1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

B 

.2402 

.2371 

.00306 

1 

480 

1.93 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2371 

.2116 

.02557 

1 

481 

16.12  ** 

568 


1 


Table  0-12.  (Continued) 


Coups  ri  son 


R 


2 


f-Test  Comparison 

Full 

Restricted 

Ful  l 

Restricted 

R^Changc 

df  1 

df  2 

F 

Foreign  Language  1984  •  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  -  white, 

Black  8 

Hispanic)  ( 

Sex  not  tested) 

Slcpe  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2352 

.2187 

.01652 

2 

478 

5.16  * 

Foreign  Language  1985  - 

1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2369 

.2315 

.00544 

1 

247 

1.76 

intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2315 

.2073 

.02413 

1 

248 

7.79  * 

Foreign  Language  1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity  =  White  8  Hispanic)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1751 

.1531 

.02197 

1 

205 

5.46 

Intercept  Oi  f ferences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1531 

.1483 

.00482 

1 

206 

1.17 

Foreign  Language  1984  - 

1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  ">x 

7 

8 

.2239 

.2205 

.00343 

1 

224 

0.99 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2205 

.2137 

.00675 

1 

225 

1.55 

Foreign  Language  1984  -  1985  Senior 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity  10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity  11 


( E  thni c i ty 
11 
12 


White  8  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 
.1732  .1725  .00078  1 

.1725  .1692  .00324  1 


185  0.17 

186  0.73 


Secretary  &  Office  Education  1985 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  =  White  8  Nonwhite) 

10  11  .2305  .2254 

11  12  .2254  .2254 


(Sex  not  tested) 
.00510  1  215 

.00005  1  216 


1.42 

0.01 


Secretary  &  Office  Education  1984 
Slop>e  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Oi'.ferencts  for  Ethnicity 


1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  Whit?  s  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 


10  11 
11  12 


.1820  .1792  .00277  1 

.1793  .1772  .00201  1 


220 

221 


0.75 

0.54 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  - 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


19G5  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

7  8  .3074  .3071 

6  9  .3071  .3053 


.00030  1 

.00184  1 


507  0.22 

508  1.35 


Typing  8  Word  Processing  1984 
Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1985  Frcshmc  i  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black.  8  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


10  11 
11  12 


.3110  .3079 

.3079  .3052 


.00315  2  505  1.15 

.00262  2  507  0.96 


Typing  8  Word  Processing  1985 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex 
Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 


1986  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

7  8  .2268  .2266 

8  9  .2266  .2171 


.00017  1 
.00955  1 


492  0.11 

493  6.09 


Typing  8  Word  Processing  1985 
?  ope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 
Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 


1986  Freshmen  (Ethnic 

10  IT 

11  12 


t  i  -  White  8  Hi sponi c) 
.2334  .2275 

.2275  .2264 


(Sex  not  tested) 
.00589  1  445 

.00110  1  446 


3.42 

0.63 


Typing  K  Word  Process in^  1 7 $4  - 
Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

■  1905  Sophomore 

7 

(Ethnici ty  not  tested) 

0  .2572  .2571 

.00005  1 

631 

0.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex 

8 

9  .2571  .2551 

.00207  1 

632 

1  .76 

569 


Table  D-12.  (Continued 


Comparison 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  fTChange  dfi  df2  F 


Typing  &  Word  Processing  1984  -  1985  Sophomore  (Ethnicity  =  White,  Black  &  Hispanic)  (Sex  not  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2564 

.2559 

.00050 

2 

629 

0.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2559 

.2551 

.00086 

2 

631 

0.37 

Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1985  •  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2035 

.2017 

•OOldl 

1 

405 

0.92 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2017 

.1983 

.00342 

1 

406 

1.74 

Typing  &  Uord  Processing 

1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Black)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1921 

.1899 

.00225 

1 

374 

1.04 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1899 

.1861 

.00382 

1 

375 

1.77 

Typing  &  word  Processing 

1934  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2533 

.2532 

.00012 

1 

391 

0.06 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2532 

.2440 

.00921 

1 

392 

4.84 

Typing  &  Word  Processing 

1984  -  1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Black)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2456 

.2456 

.00005 

1 

359 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2456 

.2454 

.00015 

1 

360 

0.07 

Typing  &  Uord  Processing  1985  •  1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

.1837 

.1746 

.00836 

1 

221 

“%  i  /> 

C 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.1748 

.1650 

.00978 

1 

222 

2.63 

Typing  i  Word  Processing  1985-1986  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

=  Uhi to  &  Wonuhi te) 

(Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

ID 

11 

.1821 

.1811 

.00102 

1 

221 

0.28 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1811 

.1650 

.01606 

1 

222 

4.35 

Typing  &  Word  Processing  1934  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2705 

.2645 

.00598 

1 

216 

1.77 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2645 

.2614 

.00312 

1 

217 

0.92 

Account  i  ng/Bookkeepirig 

1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2264 

.2257 

. 00072 

1 

311 

0.29 

Intercept  Differences  tor  Sex 

8 

9 

.2257 

.2072 

'343 

1 

312 

7.43 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1984  ■  1985  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3820 

.3798 

.00,7-. 

1 

239 

0.86 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3798 

.3769 

.00289 

1 

240 

1.12 

Accounting/Bookkeeping  1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

e 

.2423 

.2419 

.00043 

1 

105 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2419 

.2377 

.00413 

1 

186 

1.01 

Account ing/8ookkeeping  1984  -  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

.2330 

.2320 

.00099 

1 

247 

0.32 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2320 

.2252 

.00679 

1 

243 

2.19 

570 


r 


T able  D- 12 .  (Conti nued ) 


Comparison 


F-Test  Comparison 


full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R2Chenge  df^  df2  F 


Home  Economics  1984 

•  1985  Freshmen  (Ethnicity  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3083 

.3083 

.00004  1 

547 

0.03 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.3083 

.2870 

.02127  1 

548 

16.85 

** 

Home  Economics 

1984-1985  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White  &  Black) 

(Sex  not 

tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.3266 

.3265 

.00013  1 

519 

0.10 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.3265 

.2650 

.06145  1 

520 

47.44** 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Freshmen 

(Etlmici  ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2084 

.2059 

.00254  1 

312 

1.00 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2059 

.1640 

.04182  1 

313 

16. 4B 

** 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986  Freshmen 

(Ethnici ty 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.1696 

.1667 

.00287  1 

312 

1.08 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1667 

.1640 

.1)0266  1 

313 

1.00 

Home  Economics  1984  -  1935  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2219 

.2219 

.00002  1 

321 

0.01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2219 

.2026 

.01936  1 

322 

8.01 

* 

Home  Economics 

1984  1935  Scphcdie.'" 

rc  tsn; c i ty 

-  l.'hite  t  Nor, white)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2535 

.2402 

.01328  1 

321 

5.  ?1 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2402 

.7026 

.03762  1 

322 

15.94** 

Home  Economics  1985  -  1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2086 

.2085 

.00005  1 

394 

0.02 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

e 

9 

.2085 

.1940 

.01449  1 

395 

7.23 

* 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnicity 

=  White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2052 

.1954 

.00979  1 

394 

4.85 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.1954 

.1940 

.00155  1 

395 

0.66 

Home  Economics 

1984  1735  Junior 

CCJ.nici  ty  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2237 

.2209 

.00281  1 

279 

1 .01 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2209 

.2207 

.00022  1 

280 

0.08 

Home  Economics 

1934-1985  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  nr 

it  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2267 

.2264 

.00033  1 

279 

0.12 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2264 

.2207 

.00571  1 

280 

2.07 

Home  Economics 

1985  -  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2252 

.2244 

.00081  1 

358 

0.37 

intercept  Difi-rences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2744 

.2031 

.02128  1 

359 

9.85 

* 

Home  Economics 

1985-1986  Junior  (Ethnicity  = 

White  &  Nonwhite)  (Sex  not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2071 

.2071 

.00006  1 

358 

0.03 

Intc^nr^r  x \ f <or»nces  For  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2071 

.2031 

.00392  1 

359 

1.77 

571 


T»hig  0-12.  (Concluded) 


Comparison 


R 


2 


F-Test  Comparison 


Full  Restricted  Full  Restricted  R^Chango  dfi  df2  1 


Home  Economics  1984  •  1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  riot  tested) 


Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2310 

.2281 

.00292  1 

318 

1 .21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2281 

.2079 

.02017  1 

319 

8.33 

Home  Economics 

1984- 

1985  Senior  (Ethnicity  =  White  &  Monwhite)  (Sex 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

10 

11 

.2128 

.2033 

.00452  1 

318 

1.83 

Intercept  Differences  for  Ethnicity 

11 

12 

.2083 

.2079 

00036  1 

319 

0.14 

Computer  Programming  1985  - 

1986  Sophomore 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2984 

.2982 

.00020  1 

227 

0.07 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2982 

.  2373 

.01089  1 

228 

3.54 

Computer  Programming 

1984 

•  1985  Junior 

(Ethnici ty 

not  tested) 

Slope  Cifferenc'-  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.3410 

.3405 

.00053  1 

240 

0.19 

Intercept  Differences  for  sex 

8 

9 

.3405 

.3319 

.00857  1 

241 

3.13 

Computer  Programming 

1985 

-  1986  Junior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.4206 

.4140 

.00665  1 

157 

1 .80 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.4140 

.3833 

.03064  1 

158 

8.26 

Computer  Programming 

1984 

•  1985  Senior 

(Ethnicity 

not  tested) 

Slope  Differences  for  Sex 

7 

8 

.2528 

.2517 

.00104  1 

152 

0.21 

Intercept  Differences  for  Sex 

8 

9 

.2517 

.  2S 1  7 

.00002  1 

’53 

0.00 

*  P  <  .01. 
**  P  <  .001. 
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